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DECIDED   AT 


isrisi    PI^IUS, 


WESTERN  CIRCUIT. 


Winchester^  coram  Byles,  J. 

1862. 
STUCKEY  V.  BAILEY.  ^— ^^ 

m  Spring  Atsizes. 

JLHE  first  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  by  falsely  A  contract  by 
warranting  that  a  ship  was  sound,  sold  it  to  the  plaintiff;  feaer,  having 

whereas  it  was  not  sound.  been  entered 

into  for  the  sale 

Second  count,  on  a  false  representation.  of  a  ship,  with 

Pleas:  denying  the  warranty,  the  breach,  and,  to  the  subsequent* bill 

second  count  (on  which  nothing  turned),  not  guilty.  cont*ai*niII^^ny 

contract  of 

At.  Smith  and  Cole  for  the  plaintiff.  n^^'^ll^^y 

destroy  the 

Kartlake  and  Kingdon  for  the  defendant.  P"^*'""' ""' 

•^  ranty,  sup- 

posing there  is 

The  parties  lived  at  a  distance  from  each  other,  and  no  evidence 

.  that  the  parties 

there  had  been  some  letters  between  them  m  February  and  did  not  intend 
March,  in  which  the  contract  was  concluded,  and  which  continue.^" 

▼OL.  III.  B  F.F. 
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18G2. 


went  to  show  a  warranty  in  the  terms  stated.  The  plain- 
tiff' saw  the  vessel^  and  oral  communications  had  passed 
between  him  and  the  master. 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  1860,  the  bill  of  sale  was  executed 
and  registered,  as  required  by  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  (a).     And  it  contained  no  warranty. 

It  turned  out  that  the  masts  were  unsound. 

Evidence  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that, 
after  the  first  of  the  letters,  the  plaintiff  had  seen  the  ship, 
and  that  he  had  been  told  that  if  he  desired  to  be  satisfied 
as  to  the  masts,  he  must  have  them  examined.  And  it  was 
contended  that  the  bill  of  sale  precluded  the  action. 


Byles,  J.  (after  consulting  Blackburn,  J.),  rejected 
the  evidence  (i),  and  held  that  the  letters  amounted  to  a 
warranty;  and  that  it  mattered  not  that  the  plaintiff  fni(/kt 
possibly  have  found  out  the  defects.  The  only  question 
was,  whether  there  had  been  a  breach  of  the  warranty  (c). 


(a)  In  Duncan  v.  Tindait  13 
Com.  B.  Rep.  258,  it  was  held  that 
even  an  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  a  ship  is  not  valid  unless 
registered  as  a  bill  of  sale.  But, 
though  this  shows  that  a  contract 


fOf&,VoLII.,p.717.  AndWiLLEs, 
J.,  seemed  to  approve  of  the  ruling, 
and  cited  Harris  v.  Ricketlt,  4 
H.  &  N.  1,  and  Mt/ert  v.  WUlts, 
17  C.  B.  77,  in  support  of  it. 
(f)    This,    of    course,    implied 
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^'^  HOME  CIRCUIT. 


Maidstoiiey  coram  Erie,  C.  J, 
CLOTHIER  V,  WEBSTER. 

Spring  Assizes,    ^_. 

A  builder  hav-    XHE  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  so  carelessly 

ina:  contracted  ,     »  •  i  i  •  j  e 

with  a  public  executed  certain  works  and  excavations  under  an  oven  of 
certain  work*  ^'*^  plaintiff,  a  baker,  that  through  the  carelessness  of  the 
stipulating  to     defendant  in  filling  up  the  said  excavation,  the  soil  under 

put  in  certain  •  i 

material  when    the  oven  sank  and  subsided,  and  the  oven  cracked,  &c., 

thei"r  engiifeer    ®"^  ^^  required  to  be  rebuilt,  &c. 

to  do  so,  and  P\eh  :  not  efuiltv,  and  denying  the  alleged  injury. 

having  exe-  ^        j'  jo  o  j      j 

to  his  satisfac-        Hawkins,  Prentice  and  Z.  Kelly  for  the  plaintiff'. 

tion,  putting  in 

/i«teofthat  M.  Chambers,  Brown  and  Crawford  for  the  defendant. 

material,  and 

an  injury  The  defendant  was  a  builder,  and  had  entered  into  a 

having  arisen 

to  the  plaintiff's  Contract  With  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  execute 
througrthl  *^^  certain  sewer  works,  in  the  course  of  which  it  became 
deficiency  in      necessary  to  make  the  excavation  under  the  oven  of  tiie 

that  material  or  •' 

the  bad  work-    plaintiff,  a  baker,  in  order  to  effect  a  communication  with 

ingofthema-     ^,  .  i-  i     i  mi 

terial  which  the  mam  sewer  at  some  distance  below.  ihe  contract 
Ihid  ^thatlf  provided  for  concrete  when  required  by  the  engineer  of  the 
the  injury  arose  board,  and   (in  the  usual  way)  specified  that  all  works 

through  the  de-     ,  '  ,  „    ,  J^      f 

fendanfs  should  be  well  done,  &c.,  and  concrete  had  been  put  m  so 

wMlfa*ble%nd  ^^^  ^^  required  by  him,  and  (as  he  said)  so  far  as  was 

.  *•"»*'*'»  that  the  necessary.     There  was  concrete,  however,  only  as  far  as 

a/w  be  liable,    the  crown  of  the  sewer  below,  and  the  space  above  it,  up 

to  the  oven,  was  filled  up  with  chalk  and  clay,  the  oven, 

being  supported  upon  it  by  wooden  "struts"  or  beams. 

There  was  strong  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  that  the 
ground  had  not  been  filled  in  tightly  and  closely  under 
the  oven,  and  had  given  way,  so  as  to  cause  it  to  sink  and 
crack. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

M,  Chambers,  on   behalf  of  the  defendant,  submitted 


Webster. 
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that  the  works  had  been  done  in  execution  of  the  powers         1862. 
of  the  act,  and  that,*  therefore,  the  only  remedy  of  the     ^^^^^^^ 

C^LOTHIER 

plaintiff  was  by  a  proceeding  for  compensation  under  the 
act  (a). 

Erle,  C.  J. — That  is  so,  no  doubt,  except  so  far  as 
concerned  any  negligence  in  the  manner  of  doing  the  work, 
for  which  the  contractor  would  be  responsible  (ft). 

The  clerk  of  the  works  was  called  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  stated  that,  in  his  judgment,  all  that  was 
necessary  had  been  done  in  the  way  of  precaution  or  care. 
When  pressed  as  to  the  cause  of  the  sinking  of  the  oven, 
he  said  he  could  not  deny  that  it  might  not  have  sunk 
by  reason  of  the  works,  but  that  no  possible  means  would 
secure  it  from  some  sinking  (except  perhaps  a  solid  stone 
wall),  that  even  concrete  would  not  have  been  a  perfect 
security,  and  that  chalk,  well  rammed  in,  was  as  good  as 
concrete. 

The  jury  asked  if  the  chalk  was  as  good  as  concrete. 

The  witness  said  he  considered  that  it  was,  if  well 
rammed. 

The  jury  observed  that  it  hardly  could  be  so  underneath 
the  oven,  as  the  rammer  could  not  be  worked. 

The  engineer  of  the  board,  who  had  charge  of  the  works, 
said  he  gave  instructions  from  time  to  time  to  the  clerk  of 
the  works  as  to  what  should  be  done,  and  he  considered 
that  the  precautions  taken  were  sufficient,  and  that  all  his 
orders  were  carried  out.  He  admitted,  however,  that  it 
was  necessary,  in  order  to  prevent  subsidence  of  the  soil, 
that  the  chalk  should  be  very  carefully  rammed  down. 
When  asked,  on  cross-examination,  how  the  oven  could 
have  sunk,  supposing  the  chalk  had  been  well  rammed 

(a)  Rapton  v.   CubUi,  9  M.  &  Ruck  v.  Williams,  27  L,  J.,  Exch. 

W.  710.  357,  that   the  commissioners   are 

(6)   Fide  Brownlow  v.  The  Me-  only  liable  for  what  is  wanting  in 

tropoliian  Board  of  Works,yo\.lL,  the    contract      The    present  one 

p.  604,  that  the  contractor  and  the  seemed    to   come    between   those 

board  may  be  liable  jointly  for  what  two  cases, 
it  in  accordance  with  the  contract ; 
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1862.  dowDy  he  said  it  was  difficult  to  account  for;  it  might 
have  occurred  from  defect  of  construction,  or  foundation, 
or  partly  from  one  cause  and  partly  from  another ;  but  he 
stated  that,  with  every  precaution,  it  was  impossible  to 
prevent  such  accidents.  He  admitted  that  if  tiiere  had 
been  anything  wrong  in  the  construction  of  the  oven  it 
would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  workmen  to  call  atten- 
tion to  it,  and  that  neither  he  nor  the  clerk  of  the  works 
had  heard,  at  the  time,  that  it  was  so.  His  opinion  on 
the  whole  was,  that  the  work  had  been  done  carefully 
and  skilfully. 

Chambers^  in  summing  up  for  the  defendant,  contended, 
that  as  the  contract  required  concrete  only  under  the 
orders  of  the  clerk  of  tlie  works  or  engineer — who  were 
employed  by  the  board,  and  as  they  were  satisfied  with 
what  the  defendant  had  done,  the  maxim  of  law  respondeat 
superior  applied,  and  that  the  board  alone  were  liable. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  said,  he  should  rule  otherwise,  reserving  the 
point  (a). 

Chambers  then  contended,  on  the  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendant, that,  even  assuming  that  he  might  in  law  be 
liable,  he  was  not  liable  in  fact,  for  that  every  possible  care 
had  been  taken,  and  the  chalk  was  rammed  as  closely  as  it 
could  be. 

Hawkins,  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  contended 
that  the  ramming  down  had  been  badly  done,  and  that  for 
this  the  contractor  was  responsible. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  told 

(a)  II»  Lordship  did  not  ask  a  be  liable,  asin  BrMcnlowy.  The  Mc- 

specialjindingf  whether  the  negli-  iropoiitau  Board  iff  WorksyX  o\.  II., 

gence  was  in   not  putting  in  con-  p.  604,  and  that  probably  was  really 

Crete,  or  in  not  ramming  in  the  the  law  of  the  case ;  for  the  boanl 

chalk.     But  it  seems  that  the  con-  were  liable   for  the  negligence  of 

tractor  would  be  liable,  if  concrete  their  engineer  in  not  ordering  con- 

wa%  neceistny,  whether  ordered  or  crete.    Qu^re,  however,  if  the  neg- 

not.     Even  supposing  the  board  to  ligencc  was  in  not  duly  ramming 

be  liable,  the  contractor  might  aiso  in  the  chalk? 
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them  that  if  the  contractcr  had  been  wanting  in  due  care  ^^^« 
and  skill,  he,  and  not  the  board,  would  be  reBponsible. 
The  gr^at  question  was,  whether  the  excavation  had  been 
well  filled  in ;  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether,  upon  the 
whole  of  the  evidence,  there  had  been  a  want  of  reasonable 
care  or  skill  in  the  filling  up  of  the  excavation?  If  so,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict;  if  otherwise,  he  was  not. 
The  jury  returned  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  35/.  (a), 
(fl)  Rule  in  C.  P.  discharged  T.  T. 


HENDERSON  v.  LLOYD. 

I  Spring  jlssizes, 

NTERPLEADER  issue :  the  plaintiff  being  claimant  Although  a 
and  the  defendant  execution  creditor,  and  the  question  feato  or  delays 
being:,  whether  certain  goods  and  chattels  assigned  by  a  *he  sheriff  on 

o'  o  ^  °  "^        an  execution 

post-nuptial  settlement  made  by  the  plaintiff  were,  at  the  must  defeat 

^    ,,..„,    ,  and  delay  an 

time  of  the  seizure,  the  property  of  the  plaintiti,  the  trustee,  execution  ere- 

as  against  the  defendant.  t^hT^Lr 

Hawkins,  Denman,  Q.  C,  and  Talfourd  Salter  for  the  \^  ^^^^  ^H^^y 

plaintiff.  or  defeat  the 

»  Bherin,  yet, 

Wood  and  Ro$her  (with  whom  were  Parry,  Serjt.,  and  "" E,i2*.^ft'u  ^* 
Pearce)  for  the  defendant,  the  execution  creditor.  for  the  jury  on 

mi         1   •     •  ^  ,        ,  ,  -  .   ,  all  the  facts 

The  plamtiff  was  trustee  under  the  settlement,  which  was  whether  that 
made  by  one  Ferguson  after  his  marriage,  and  it  conveyed  wiSi'whichTt' 
all  bis  goods  and  chattels,  and  all  that  could  be  taken  by  ^a»  executed, 
the  sheriff  under  an  execution,  except  a  sum  of  150/.,  which 
he  put  into  the  hands  of  his  wife.    It  appeared  that  at  that 
time  he  owed  Lloyd,  the  execution  creditor,  a  debt  of  above 
20/.,  and   owed   altogether  about  150/.     He  had   debts 
owing  to  him  to  the  amount  of  200/.,  and  he  had  an  income 
of  above  200/.     The  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  as 
these  could  not  be  seized  by  the  sheriff  (a),  and  the  150/. 

(a)  And  though  they  might  be      ceeding  less  summary  than  an  exe- 
oltached  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,      cution. 
1854,  s.  CO,  that  would  be  a  pro- 
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1862.  in  Ihe  hands  of  the  wife  would  probably  not  be  got  at  by 
the  sheriff,  the  settlement  was  with  intent  to  delay  or 
defeat  a  creditor,  and  so  would  be  void  ;  for  that,  if  it  de- 
feated the  sheriff,  it  would  defeat  a  creditor ;  and  it  was 
enough  if  Lloyd,  the  particular  creditor,  had  been  delayed 
or  defeated  by  the  deed.  It  appeared,  however,  that  the 
other  debts  had  been  paid,  and  at  the  time  of  the  deed  he 
had  not  any  idea  that  he  would  be  called  u|K)n  to  pay 
the  present  debt,  for  which  he  was  only  surety.  At  that 
time  he  swore  the  debt  to  Lloyd  did  not  enter  into 
his  mind  at  all,  nor  bad  he  any  desire  or  intent  to  delay 
or  defeat  the  creditor.  Indeed,  the  money  was  in  Court, 
and  the  creditor  might  have  it  if  he  pleased,  without  the 
costs,  and  he  asked  the  creditor  Lloyd,  if  he  would  accept 
the  money,  but  Lloyd  objected  to  accept  it  without  the 
costs. 

The  case  therefore  went  on,  and 

Erle,  C.  J.,  told  the  jury  the  question  would  be, 
whether  the  deed  was  entered  into  with  intent  to  defeat  or 
defraud  creditors. 

The  jury  thereupon  said  they  had  made  up  their  minds 
upon  that  question. 

The  plaintiff,  the  trustee,  was  called,  and  the  attorney 
who  bad  prepared  the  deed,  and  who  swore  that  he  con- 
sidered the  assignor  was  solvent,  and  had  told  him  that 
he  must  be  so  to  make  the  deed  valid. 

There  were  no  witnesses  called  to  controvert  the  facts 
thus  proved. 

Wood  went  to  the  jury  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the 
execution  creditor,  urging  that  this  was  not  an  ordinary 
marriage  settlement,  as  it  conveyed  all  chattels,  down  to 
the  smallest  articles,  and  could  only  have  been  to  avoid 
execution. 

Eble,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury,  whether  the  deed  had  been 
entered  into  with  intent  to  delay  or  defraud  creditors.    No 


Lloyd. 
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doubt,  if  the  sheriff  were  defeated  or  delayed,  the  creditor         ^862. 

would  be  so,  and  it  would  probably  be  very  difficult  to  get    Henderson 

at  the  money  in  the  hands  of  the  wife,  although,  if  he  got 

at  it,  he  could  seize  it  under  a ^. /a.  (a) ;  and  the  debts 

could  not  be  taken  under  a  writ  of  execution,  and  the  deed 

assigned  every  chattel,  the  effect  must  have  been  to  delay 

or  defeat  any  creditor  who  pursued    his  remedy.      But 

whether  tliat  was  the  object  and  intent  was  for  the  jury. 

If  they  thought  that  it  was  made  with  that  intent,  they 

should  find  for  the  execution  creditor,  the  defendant ;  if 

not,  then  for  the  trustee  under  the  deed,  the  plaintiff. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  thinking  (they  said)  that 
the  deed  had  been  fairly  entered  into. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (A), 
(fl)   Vide  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  (6)    Vide  Michael  v.  Gay,  Vol. 

I.,  p.  409. 


LOVATT  r.  TRIBE.    ' 

spring  A itizet. 

XHIS  was  an  action  for  20/.,  money  lent  on  an  I  O  U,  On  a  plea  of 

--,,.,       insanity  at  the 

dated  the  29th  of  June,  1861.     The  defendant  denied  the  time  of  making 
debt,  and  pleaded  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract  he  was  opinion^of  the 
of  unsound  mind,  as  the  plaintiff  well  knew.  m«dicalmen 

'  »  who  gave  cer- 

Chambers,  Q.  C,  and  Philbrich  were  for  the  plaintiflF.     ^JXhrde- 
Shee,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant.  c:ln"edri„- 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  on  the  29th  of  June,  about  the  time, 
1861,  the  defendant  having  applied  to  him  for  a  loan  of  fo°"i5^e^J''^*'^hf 
20/.,  he  (the  plaintiff)  sent,  through  one  Hebden,  a  cheque,  must  judge  of 
which  Hebden  cashed,  and  then  handed  the  money  to  the  which  it  was 
defendant,  bringing  back  to  the  plaintiff  the  I  O  U.    And  ^^'^^he're  the 
in  order  to  sustain  his  case  he  had  to  show  some  personal  plfjntiffhim- 

"^  self,  according 

communication  with  the  defendant,  as  it  was  not  set  up  that  to  his  own 

n   I  J  1  •  1  -  evidence,  was 

Hebden  was  his  general  agent.  in  personal 

The  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the  money  was  not  ^°JJi"Jh"*5fJ°" 

fendant  at  the 
time,  that,  in  itself,  is  some  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  insanity,  supposing  the 
jury  find  the  fact  of  insanity  established. 
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1862.  really  lent  to  or  borrowed  by  htm  at  all,  bnt  obtained  by 
Hebden  for  his  own  purposes:  and  that  his  signature  to  the 
I  O  U  was  obtained  from  him  while  he  was  in  a  state  of 
mental  incapacity.  The  defendant  was  about  serenty  years 
of  age,  and,  baring  lost  his  wife,  had  married  again  in  his 
old  asie,  and  had  not  lived  happily  i%ith  his  second  wife, 
who  was  called  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff^  and  described  his 
conduct  towards  her  as  violent,  on  account  of  which,  she 
said,  she  had  since  left  him.  Before  this,  however,  on  the 
24th  of  June,  1861  (five  days  before  the  I  O  U  was  given), 
two  medical  men  signed  certificates  that  he  ^ns  of  unsound 
mind.  The  certificate  of  one  of  the  medical  men  stated  as 
the  grounds,  derived  from  personal  observation,  that  the 
party  used  violent  language,  and  fancied  himself  to  be  very 
wealthy,  &c.;  and  secondly,  under  the  head  of  facts  com- 
municated by  others,  this  certificate  stated  that  the  writer 
was  told  that  a  few  days  before  the  party  had  threatened 
to  destroy  himself.  The  certificate  of  the  other  medical 
man  stated  as  the  grounds  of  belief,  founded  on  personal 
observation,  "  violent  conduct,  incoherent  language  and 
attempting  injury  to  unmolesting  persons;"  and,  secondly, 
stated,  under  the  head  of  facts  derived  from  others,  that 
the  wife  had  said  that  he  had  left  home  without  reasonable 
cause,  wantonly  spent  large  sums  of  money  and  taken 
home  with  him  a  woman,  &c. 

The  medical  men  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
anty  and  gave  evidence  in  accordance  with  their  certificates, 
and  were  cross-examined  as  to  the  grounds  of  their  belief. 
The  medical  witnesses  desoribed  the  defendant's  derange- 
ment, moreover,  merely  as  "  mania  resulting  from  delirium 
tremens,*'  And  the  defendant,  aflter  having  been  for  some 
few  days  placed,  upon  these  certificates,  under  the  care  of  a 
physician  in  an  asylum,  was  liberated  and  restored  to  his 
own  house,  where,  on  the  29th  of  June,  he  gave  the  I  O  V 
in  question.   On  the  25th  of  June  a  medical  man  examined 
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the  defendant,  and  said  he  thoQgbt  him  sane  and  of  spnnd 
mind,  and  it  was  suggested  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that 
the  defendant  only  suffered  for  a  short  time  from  the  influ- 
ence of  drink. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case,  said,  the  question 
for  the  jury  lay  in  the  smallest  compass,  being  simply 
this— whether,  when  the  I  O  U  was  given,  the  defendant 
was  sane.  The  jury  would  do  well,  however,  in  deciding 
the  question,  to  form  their  own  judgment  upon  it,  not  dis- 
regarding, but  not  relying  upon,  the  opinions  of  the  me- 
dical men  (a).  The  evidence  showed  some  temporary  de- 
rangement caused  by  drink ;  but  the  question  was,  whether 
the  defendant  was  not  of  sound  mind  on  the  day  when  the 
I  O  U  was  given. 

The  jury  consulted  together  some  time,  and  then  re- 
turned a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  of  unsound  mind  on  the  day  in  question. 


1862. 


(a)  In  an  action  of  trespass  by 
the  alleged  lunatic,  the  certificate, 
&c.  would  be  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  insanity  (if  bond  Jide); 
NorrU  V.  Seed,  3  Exch.  Rep.  782 ; 
bat  this  is  because  of  the  sta- 
tutable effect  of  the  proceeding 
m  a  jwUifieatkm  for  the  confine- 
ment,  in  analogy  to  a  summary 
conviction.  But  at  common  law, 
even  an  inquisition  of  lunacy  is 
tnvemble.  And,  as  between  the 
alleged  lunatic  and  a  person  suing 
him  on  a  contract,  the  effect  of  a 
proceeding  between  the  lunatic  and 
third  parties,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
was  no  party,  is  not  conclusive,  any 
more  than,  on  an  interpleader  issue, 
an  admission  by  the  debtor  behind 
the  back  of  his  creditors  ;  Crole  v. 
Bnkmm,  3  Exch.  183;  there  being 
nothing  like  an  adjudication  by  a 
court  of  law,  in  the  nature  of  a 
sentence  in  rem.     If,  indeed,  the 


plaintiff  had  been  9i  promoter  of  the 
commission,  or  other  proceeding 
in  lunacy,  he  could  not  set  up  the 
sanity  of  the  defendant  at  or  about 
the  same  time ;  Cumming  v.  IncCy 
n  Q.  B.  Rep.  1 1 2.  But  here  that 
was  not  so;  though  on  the  other 
hand,  as  the  plaintiff  prqfeued  to 
have  been  in  personal  communica- 
tion with  the  defendant  whom  the 
jury  found  to  have  been  insane, 
that  was  some  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  him  to  be  so.  The 
note  here  was  made  just  af^er  libera- 
tion, but  that  if  it  had  been  while 
under  confinement,  the  law  would 
have  been  the  same,  vide  Martin 
v.  Johnstone,  Vol.  I.,  p.  122,  where 
the  plaintiff  set  up  the  validity  of  a 
devise  made  while  in  confinement 
as  a  lunatic,  but  during  an  alleged 
lucid  interval.  See  also  Fergnxon 
V.  Borrett,  Vol.  I.,  p.  613. 
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^^  ■"  Eai^  C.  J.,  aaked  whether  ihey  rca.iti  iha:  the  piAintitf 

L*>'  irr       knew  of  it ,'  <:). 

Tiras,  The  jai-y  said  they  had  :ict  cccsider'jd  that  qiiescoa. 

Eble,  C  J.,  'ia.d  it  was  ceteis^ary  Zi^  have  dieir  verdict 
oa  IZj  ar.d  aent  them  bock  Co  ccQ«ider  it. 

The  jary  asain  retired,  xrA  evect:ially  returned  with  a 
▼erdict  for  the  defendant  oc  that  pcint  liso*  which  amourited 
to  a 

Veriict  rcr  the  defendant. 

i     &aiTi«  ▼.  llLkinuu,  23  L.  X^  ELs.  .r^*5.  C.  P   474 


WATTS  r.  AINSWORTH  and  others. 
XHIS  was  an  actioa  on  aa  al>z^^  coctracc  of  sale,  for 


When,  on  let- 
cermr  it  i* 


SabtftU  whe-  °^^  accepting  tliree  acres  of  white  globe  cumiL  seed.  The 
Cher  there  hat    defendants  denied  the  contract. 

been  zcom- 

piece  conrr«:c         HawkiM*  and  Adduca  were  for  the  plaintitF. 

within  the  Sta-  ^ 

uteof  Fraads,        ^^^  ^^  Premlice  for  the  defendants. 
oy  reafloo  of 

wTaMwhi*'  '''^^  plaintiff  was  a  seed  merchant  at  Hvthe,  who  coo- 
writinjjtoa       tracted  with  the  fiunuers  and  turoip-^rowers  to  buv  the 

wTitten  offer  by  i  .  »         i  .    .       ' 

the  defendant,  seed  at  SO  moch  per  acre,  taking  the  chance  of  the  crops 
thatthmhas  ^  ^^^7  stcod,  and  resold  to  seedsmen.  The  plaintiff  in 
'^**"/"*^     March,  1861,  wrote  to  the  defendants  offering  them  fire 

<)aent  verbal  '  '  - 

anentb^the     acres  of  white  globe  tnmip  seed  at  I&f.  &/.  per  bushel. 

plaintiff,  there    ««--,  ,  ,  iii"t 

beimf  a  ''note    The  defendants  wrote  that  they  could  perhaps  take  two  or 

TamT^bf  ^hrec  acres  at  16*.  6rf.    The  plaintiff  replied  to  this  that  he 

the  part  J  to  be  coold  not  take  their  offer,  and  saw  no  reason  to  take  less 

charged,"  i.e. 

the  party  *a«dL  than  I8s.  To  this  the  defendants  wrote  an  answer,  which 
ran  thus: — "We  will  take  the  produce  of  three  acres  at 
I8«.,  to  be  delivered  as  soon  as  harvested.  Let  us  know 
what  other  sorts  you  may  have  to  offer.  Waiting  your 
reply,  we  remain,  &c."     To  this  there  was  no  reply  in 
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writing,  but  before  the  end  of  the  month  the  plaintiff  swore 
he  saw  one  of  the  defendants,  and  that  they  then  alluded 
to  the  contract.  Nothing  more,  however,  passed  between 
them  until  the  13th  of  August,  when  the  seed  was  ready 
for  delivery,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendants  notice  of 
it.  They  thereupon  declared  that  they  had  not  deemed  the 
contract  as  binding,  as  they  had  received  no  reply  to  their 
last  letter.  The  produce  of  the  three  acres  was  eighty-eight 
bushels,  or  eleven  quarters,  which  were  warehoused  at 
Hythe,  and  sent  to  the  plaintiff  by  railway,  and  were  now 
lying  at  the  station. 

Lush  contended  that  there  had  been  no  acceptance  of 
the  defendants*  offer  in  their  last  letter,  and  that,  before 
then,  the  plaintiff  had  never  offered  to  sell  at  a  less  price 
than  18«.  6rf.  There  was  not,  therefore,  the  contract  in 
writing  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Hawkins  argued  that  the  defendants'  letter  was  in  itself 
a  sufficient  "  note  or  memorandum'*  of  a  contract,  to  buy 
at  18*.,  and  that  the  plaintifTs  previous  letter  was  in  effect 
an  offer  at  IBs.,  and  the  defendants'  last  letter  was  an  ac- 
ceptance of  that  offer. 

The  learned  Judge  said  there  was  no  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintifl'  to  the  quantity  of  three  acres  at  the 
price  of  IS*. 

Hawkins  urged  the  verbal  assent  by  the  defendants. 

One  of  the  defendants  was  called,  and  denied  this. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said  that  the  question  for  them  was,  whether  they  were 
satisfied  that  at  the  interview  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  the 
proposition  in  the  defendants'  letter,  or  whether  he  rejected 
it,  because  what  had  passed  at  that  interview  was  relied  on 
by  one  side  as  an  acceptance,  and  by  the  other  side  as  a 
rejection  or  repudiation.  If  the  plaintiff's  version  of  the 
interview  was  correct  there  had  been  a  verbal  acceptance 
of  the  offer  in  that  letter. 


1862. 

Watts 

V. 
AiNSWORTH 

and  Others. 
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Watts 

V. 
AlNBWORTH 

and  Others. 


The  jury  fouud  that  there  liad  been  such  an  acceptance. 

Prentice  thereupon  asked  for  leave  to  move  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  tlie  ground  that  there  must 
be  a  contract  in  writing;  but 

The  learned  Judge  said  there  was  a  note  of  the  contract 
signed  by  the  defendants,  "the  party  to  be  charged"  in 
this  action.  However,  to  save  expense,  he  would  give 
leave  to  move,  in  order  to  avoid  another  tnal. 

The  verdict  was  taken  for  79/.  4^.  8rf. 


•   Spring  Astizes, 

Where  the  de- 
fendant had 
burnt  bricks  in 
a  kiln,  within 
twenty  feet  of 
the  plaintiff's 
garden  and 
forty  feet  of 
his  house, 
where  he  had 
lived  and  car- 
ried on  business 
as  a  gardener 
for  more  than 
twenty  years : 
^Held,  that  it 
was  for  the 
jury  whether 
the  smoke,  &c., 
made  the  house 
substantially 
less  comfort- 
able, and  the 
garden  sub- 
stantially less 
profitable,  and 
that,  if  so,  it 
was  an  action- 
able nuisance. 


CAVEY  V.  LEDBITTER. 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  a  nursery  gardener  against  a 
brickmaker,  for  keeping  his  brick-kiln  so  near  to  the  plain- 
tiff's house  and  garden  as  to  be  a  nuisance. 

Archibald  for  the  plaintiff. 

Prentice  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  had  been  twenty-two  years  in  his  present 
premises,  and  had  well  stocked  his  garden  with  fruit  trees 
and  flower  plants.  The  garden  was  on  the  side  of  the  road, 
which  was  eighteen  feet  wide,  and  on  the  other  side  of 
which  lay  some  ground  which,  in  May  last,  the  defendant 
had  taken  on  a  lease  and  used  for  brickmaking.  He  had 
made  a  kiln,  or  clamp,  about  160  feet  long,  and  14  or  15 
feet  high,  which  was  within  40  feet  of  the  house  and  20 
feet  of  the  garden.  It  would  appear,  indeed,  that  the  whole 
of  the  kiln  was  not  set  burning  at  one  time.  The  result  of 
the  burning  had  been,  however,  as  alleged  by  the  plaintiff 
and  his  witnesses,  that  in  the  house  the  inmates  were,  to 
use  their  own  words,  "almost  suffocated  with  the  heat,  the 
steam  and  the  sulphurous  stink;"  and  that,  as  regarded 
the  garden,  the  trees  were  deprived  of  their  leaves  and 
fruit,  and  the  flower  plants  and  shrubs  dried  up  and  killed. 
The  plaintiff's  witnesses  stated  it  was  the  result  of  their 
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experience  that  a  nursery  garden  could  not  be  carried  on  1862. 
near  to  a  brick-kiln.  The  kiln  in  question  lay  in  a  boUuw. 
The  plaintiff's  bouse  was  in  Uiis  same  bollow,  and  the 
smoke  hung  about  it.  The  windows  could  not  be  opened 
when  the  wind  came  from  it,  so  that  the  house  was  close^ 
and  wanted  air. 

Prentice,  for  the  defence,  relied  on  the  recent  case  of 
fJole  V.  Barlow  (a),  which  decided  that  an  action  would 
not  lie  for  a  reasonable  use  of  any  lawful  trade  in  a  con- 
venient place,  although  it  rendered  the  life  of  others  less 
pleasant  or  comfortable ;  but 

Archibald  said  this  doctrine  bad  been  modified  by  a  later 
case  now  before  a  Court  of  Error,  Bamford  v.  Turnley  (6). 

The  learned  Judge  observed  that,  even  assuming  the 
doctrine  as  so  laid  down,  the  terms  '^  convenient"  and 
^  reasonable"  were  rather  wide,  and  must  surely  be  con- 
strued with  some  reference  to  the  land  or  house  injured. 
The  place  might  be  very  "  convenient"  for  the  kiln,  but 
very  inconvenient  and  injurious  in  regard  to  the  lands  or 
houses  it  adjoined.  If,  for  instance,  the  kiln  was  within 
five  feet  of  the  house,  it  would  destroy  its  value;  and,  as 
regarded  heat  and  smoke,  perhaps  a  distance  of  20  feet 
was  as  bad  as  five.  Where  a  kiln  had  been  erected  as  far 
as  100  yards  from  a  house,  the  brick  maker  had  been  re- 
strained by  injunctions,  and  here  the  distance  was  20  feet. 
It  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  kiln  was 
so  near  as  to  be  a  nuisance. 

Witnesses  were  called  for  the  defendant  to  disprove  the 
alleged  nuisance.  The  eflect  of  the  whole  of  their  evidence, 
however,  appeared  to  be,  not  to  deny  the  alleged  annoy- 
ance from  the  smoke,  &c.,  but  that  it  was  not  (as  one  of 

{a)  27  L.  J.,  C.  P.  207;  folio  wed  tifTs  Louse;"  and  both  parties  had 

in  Bamford  v.  2'umUyf  Vol.  II.,  p.  lately    purchased,  from  the  same 

231,  where,  however,  the  kiln  was  o woer,  and  with  no^iVe  to  the  plaintiff. 
*'a8/<iras/)nic<ica6/e  from  the  plain-  (6)  Vol.  II.,  p.  231. 
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1862.  them  said)  "  more  than  usual"  with  brick-kilns.-  One  or 
two  persons  in  the  neighbourhood  said  they  did  not  feel 
the  annoyance,  but  then  they  were  from  home  most  of  the 
day.  Brick  makers  stated  that  they  suffered  no  injury  from 
working  all  day  in  brickfields;  and,  though  the  plaintiff's 
wife  said  she  had  suffered  in  health,  the  evidence  did  not 
show  so  strong  a  case  on  that  ground  as  upon  the  alleged 
annoyance  and  injury  to  the  nursery.  It  appeared  that  the 
kiln  had  been  carried  on  in  the  usual  and  proper  manner 
as  far  as  regarded  the  business  of  brickmaking.  It  also 
appeared  that  the  kiln  was  in  an  open  space,  a  mile  from 
the  village,  and  with  only  a  few  scattered  houses  near  to  it, 
of  which  the  plaintiff's  was  one.  It  appeared,  however, 
that  the  kiln  was  in  a  low  part  of  the  field,  in  a  hollow,  in 
which  the  house  lay,  and  that  thus  the  smoke  hung  about 
the  place  more  than  it  would  have  done  had  the  kiln  been 
(as  it  might  have  been)  on  a  part  of  the  field  where  the 
ground  was  higher,  and  where  the  smoke  would  be  carried 
off  by  the  wind. 

The  learned  Judge  left  to  the  jury,  first,  whether  the 
burning  of  the  kiln  made  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  sub- 
stantially less  comfortable;  secondly,  whether  it  caused 
substantial  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  gaxden.  There  was,  no 
doubt,  evidence  of  injury  to  both ;  no  doubt  the  business 
of  brickmaking  was  useful  and  necessary,  but  it  must  not 
be  carried  on  so  as  to  cause  a  serious  injury  to  neighbours. 
Then  it  appeared  that  the  kiln  lay  in  a  hollow,  and  within 
twenty  feet  of  the  plaintiffs  house.  There  did  not  seem 
to  have  been  any  real  injury  to  health,  but  it  would  be 
enough  to  sustain  the  action  that  there  was  substantial 
injury  to  the  enjoyment  either  of  house  or  garden. 

Prentice  desired  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  jury  whether 
the  kiln  was  in  a  convenient  place. 

The  learned  Judge. — Convenient  to  whom?  To  the 
plaintiff?     I  will  leave  that,  if  you  like,  to  the  jury ;  but 
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il  is,  in  eflFect,  already  left  to  the  jury,  and  is  involved  in 
the  question  whether  it  is  a  nuisance.  If  so,  it  cannot  be 
convenient  to  the  plaintiff;  of  course,  it  is  so  for  the  de- 
fendant. The  questions  for  the  jury  are — first,  did  the 
kiln  make  the  house  substantially  less  comfortable ;  and, 
secondly,  did  it  substantially  injure  the  plants  and  trees  in 
the  garden  ? 

The  jury  answered  both  questions  in  the  affirmative. 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  20/. 

The  learned  Judge,  as  the  question  was  pending  in  a 
Court  of  Error,  stayed  execution  until  next  term  (a). 


1862. 


(fl)  Next  term,  Prentice  got  a 
rule  nisi  in  C.  P.,  but  the  Court 
granted  it  with  evident  reluctance, 
and  merely  on  account  of  the  ques- 
tion being  before  a  Court  of  Error. 
They  pointed  out  that  HoU  v.  Bar- 
low was  distinguishable ;  and  so  is 
Bamjord  v.  Tumley,  Vol.  1 1.,  p.  23 1 , 


coram  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  where  the 
ruling  was  in  accordance  with  the 
decision  in  the  former  case.  When 
it  is  said  that  the  kiln  is  not  a  nui- 
sance if  in  a  convenient  place,  it  is 
conceived  that  this  is  only  an  ele- 
ment in  the  cases  to  show  that  it  is 
not  a  nuisance. 


LEWIS   V.    COLE  AND  ANOTHER. 

Trespass,  against  the  baiUff  of  the  County  Court  of 
Tunbridge  Wells  and  his  officer,  for  entering  the  premises 
of  the  plaintiff,  a  riding-master  at  that  place,  and  taking  a 
horse,  under  an  execution  from  that  Court  against  a  third 
party. 

Pleas:  not  guilty,  and  not  possessed. 

M.  Chambers  and  Butler  Rlyby  for  the  plaintiff. 

Shecy  Serjt,  and  Honyman^  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  had  taken  the  premises  of  the  execution 
debtor,  and  his  name  was  put  up  upon  the  livery  stables; 
but  the  change  was  not  known.  When  the  horse  was  taken 
the  plaintiff  claimed  it,  and  there  had  been  an  interpleader 
summons ;  but,  as  the  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  appraised 

VOL.  Ill,  C  F.F. 


Spring  Attize*. 
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1862.        value  into  Court  under  the  County  Court  Act,  19  &  20  Vict. 
^^■^-'*^^      c.  108,  8.  72,  in  order  to  liberate  the  horse,  the  bailiff  sold 
V,  it  under  the  execution,  and  paid  the  proceeds,  12/.,  into 

and  Ano^ther.  C^"^^*  ^^  abide  the  event  of  the  interpleader  summons, 
which  was  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  money  re- 
mained in  Court ;  but  had  not  been  taken  out.  The  value 
of  the  horse,  however,  was  29/.,  and  the  bailiff  had  been  in 
possession  six  days;  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover 
the  value,  and  also  compensation  for  the  injury  caused  by 
the  entry  of  the  bailiff. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
in  respect  of  the  horse,  since,  under  the  County  Court  Act 
(passed  in  protection  of  the  bailiffs),  he  could  have  liberated 
the  horse  by  paying  the  value  into  Court  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  interpleader  summons,  and  could  now  take  the 
amount  of  the  proceeds  out  of  Court. 

Chambers. — ^That  is,  take  12/.  out  in  satisfaction  of  a 
horse  worth  29/.  (a). 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  said  the  law  was  so  (ft). 

Chambers  contended  that,  at  all  events,  his  client  was 
entitled  to  recover  compensation  for  the  injury  which  must 
have  been  done  to  him  in  his  business  by  the  presence  of 
two  bailiffs  on  his  premises  for  six  days. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said  the  bailiff  was  placed  in  a  position  of  difficulty ;  for 
he  was  bound  to  execute  the  warrant,  and  could  not  know 
whose  the  horses  were;  and,  whether  the  premises 'were 
the  plaintiff's  or  not,  he  would  be  bound  to  take  any  pro- 
perty on  the  premises  which  belonged  to  the  execution 

(d)  But  the  enactment  provides  was  so. 

that  the  value  is  to  be  fixed  bj/  ap-  {b)  And  the  act  provides  a  spc- 

pruisfment  in  case  of  dispute ;   so  cific  and  summary  remedy  in  aid 

that  here,  either  the  plain tifi*  had  of  the  claimant  as  well  as  of  the 

no  appraisement,  or  it  was  false,  or  bailiff, 
his  present  evidence  as  to  value 
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debtor  (a).  As,  however,  the  entry  into  the  plaintiff's  pre- 
mises could  only  be  justified  by  the  result,  and  it  turned  out 
that  the  horse  was  his  (and  not  the  debtor's),  the  entry 
could  not  be  justified,  and  it  was  for  the  jury  what  damage 
it  had  done  to  him. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  10/.  (5). 


(a)  If  it  h;id  not  been  for  the 
enactment  in  the  County  Court  Act 
the  plaintifi*  could  have  recovered 
the  full  value  of  the  horse ;  Lockley 
▼.  iV.  8  M.  &  W.  133. 

(6)  With  leave  to  move  to  in- 
crease the  verdict  to  the  full  value 
of  the  horse,  less  the  sum  paid  into 
Court;  and  the  learned  Judge  re- 
fused leave  to  move,  except  subject 
to  that  deduction.  The  plaintiff, 
it  will  be  observed,  could  not  have 
brought  trover ;  for  if  he  had  not 
claimed,  thee  his  standing  by  would 
have  concluded  hind  ;  and  if  he  had, 
then  the  clause  expressly  provides 


that  the  bailiff  (unless  a  deposit  is 
paid)  shall  sell  the  goods  as  if  no 
such  claim  had  been  made.  In  no 
way,  therefore,  can  the  claimant  or 
owner  get  more  than  the  appraised 
value,  if  he  does  not  elect  to  obtain 
the  chattel  itself.  As  regards  the 
right  of  action  in  such  a  case,  even 
for  the  trespass  to  the  premises^  per- 
haps it  is  doubtful  whether  it  can  be 
maintained  on  the  supposed  dis- 
tinction between  the  entry  and  the 
taking.  See  Carpenter  v.  Pearce, 
27  L.  J.,  Exch.  144,  per  Pollock, 
C.  B. 


1862. 
Lewis 

V. 

Cole 
and  Another. 


REGINA  V.  DAVIS. 

Arson.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  in  several  counts : 
the  first  charging  that  he  feloniously  set  fire  to  a  certain 
shed  in  the  occupation  of  the  South-Eastern  Railway 
Company.  The  second,  that  he  set  fire  to  a  certain  other 
shed  in  the  occupation  of  one  Lake.  The  third,  that  he 
set  fire  to  certain  goods  of  the  company's,  in  a  certain 
other  shed  in  the  occupation  of  the  company.  The  fourth, 
that  he  set  fire  to  certain  goods  of  one  Lake,  in  a  certain 
other  (a)  shed  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Lake.     The 


(a)  This  word  <*  other"  is  put  in 
to  avoid  the  objection  of  having 
several  counts  for  the  same  cause  of 
action  or  offence ;  Uoljord  v.  Dun- 
nelt,  7  M.  &  W.  348.    But  in  a 


civil  suit  the  effect  is,  that  when  it 
appears  that  there  is  only  one  con- 
tract and  one  house,  each  count 
laying  a  distinct  breach,  each  of 
which  would  constitute  a  cause  of 


Spring  Assizes, 
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1862. 


Reoina 

V. 

Davis. 


fifth,  that  he  set  fire  to  certain  goods  of  the  company,  in  a 
certain  other  shed  in  the  occupation  of  Lake. 

Russell  and  Mansel  Jones  for  the  prosecution. 

Francis  for  the  defence. 

When  the  prisoner  was  arraigned,  before  he  was  given  in 
charge. 


action  (and  both  of  which  might 
have  been  laid  in  one  count),  the 
plaintiflT  can  only  recover  damages 
as  to  one^  because  he  has  alleged 
that  the  other  was  as  to  a  certain 
other  house,  and  so  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  ascribe  it  to  the  uime ; 
Ibid.  The  objection  of  duplicity 
18  having  different  causes  of  action 
or  offences  in  the  same  count  or  in 
the  same  indictment.  Where  they 
are  not  capable  of  joinder,  there  is 
a  misjoinder.  Where,  in  case  of 
felony,  there  are  different  felonies 
of  the  same  nature  on  different  per- 
sons, as  robbing  A.  of  money  and 
B.  of  other  money — all  being  part 
of  the  tame  transaction— the  proper 
course  is  to  lay  the  offences  in 
several  counts ;  R,  v.  Giddinx,  Car. 
&  Marsh.  634.  The  prisoner  may 
object  to  duplicity  on  special  de- 
murrer, but  it  is  doubtful  whether 
he  can  do  so  on  general  demurrer. 
The  Court  in  general  will,  upon 
application,  quaih  the  indictment, 
but  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  can  be 
made  the  subject  of  an  arrest  of 
judgment  or  writ  of  error,  and  it  is 
cured  by  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to 
one  offence  and  not  guilty  as  to  the 
other  (I  Rose.  Crim.  PI.  53—56). 
A  defendant  ought  not  to  be  charged 
with  different  felonies,  offences 
arising  out  of  different  facts,  in  one 
indictment.     It  is  in  such  cases  the 


proper  course  to  apply  to  have  the 
prosecutor  put  to  elect.  If  the 
objection  be  made  before  plea,  or 
before  the  jury  are  charged,  the 
indictment  may  be  quashed ;  if 
qfterwardSf  the  prosecutor  may  be 
put  to  elect.  But  he  will  not  be  so  if 
the  offences  appear  to  have  been  all 
part  of  one  continuing  transaction, 
as  will  be  the  case  if  they  were  all  at 
or  about  the  same  time  and  place. 
The  application  for  a  prosecutor  to 
elect  is  an  application  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Judge,  founded  on  the 
supposition  that  the  case  extends  to 
more  than  one  charge,  and  may 
therefore  be  likely  to  embarrass  the 
prisoner  in  his  defence;  Reg.  v. 
Trueman,  8  Car.  &  P.  727,  Ers- 
KiNE.  In  a  case  of  arson,  the  in- 
dictment contained  five  counts,  each 
of  which  charged  a  firing  of  a  house 
of  a  different  owner.  It  was  opened, 
that  the  five  houses  were  in  a  row, 
and  that  one  fire  burnt  them  all. 
Upon  this  opening,  the  Judge  would 
not  put  the  prosecutor  to  elect,  as 
it  was  all  one  transaction ;  Ibid. 
The  Judge  will  not  put  the  prose- 
cutor to  elect  where  it  appears  that 
the  prisoner  will  not  be  prejudiced, 
that  is,  embarrassed  by  having  to 
attend  to  different  transactions. 
Vide  R.  V.  Cough,  1  Moo.  &  Rob. 
71. 
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Francis,    for  the   prisoner,   submitted  that   the  prose-         \862. 
cution  were  bound  to  elect,  as  there  appeared  in  the  in- 
dictment various  distinct  felonies,  under  diflferent  sections 
of  the  statute  (a). 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  does  uot  appear  that  it  is  not  all  one 
and  the  same  transaction ;  or,  indeed,  one  and  the  same 
act  The  prisoner  may  have  set  fire  to  goods  in  one  shed, 
and  so  set  fire  to  others.  In  that  case  it  will  be  all  one 
act. 

The  evidence  was,  that  the  prisoner  wilfully  set  fire  to 
some  straw  in  a  shed  let  by  the  company  to  one  Lake,  and 
that  goods  of  his  laid  therein  were  burnt  and  the  shed; 
but  there  was  only  one  shed  which  was  set  fire  to. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  sentenced 
to  four  years'  penal  servitude. 

(a)  A  person  who  sets  fire  to  would  sustain  such  intent;  and 
goods,  if  the ^rc  therefrom  sets  fire  every  one  must  be  taken  to  intend 
to  a  house,  may  be  convicted  on  a  the  natural  consequences  of  his  act; 
count  charging  that  he  set  fire  to  R,  v.  Jones,  9  C.  &  P.  258.  So  held 
the  haute  {R,  v.  Price,  9  C.  &  P.  at  the  assizes,  per  Wigutman,  J., 
729) ;  and  if  the  setting  fire  to  the  at  Hertford,  even  in  the  case  of  an 
goods  be  wilful,  and  so  primdjacie  infant  charged  with  arson,  by  set- 
malicious,  to  the  owner,  whoever  ting  fire  to  some  straw  in  a  bam. 
be  be,  the  setting  fire  to  the  houte  A  count  for  stealing  certain  articles 
will  be  felonious ;  R,  v.  Lyons,  28  may  not  be  joined  with  a  count  for 
L.  J.,  M.  C.  33.  There  must  be  receiving  those  and  other  articles, 
an  intent  laid  to  injure  some  one  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen ; 
(R.  V.  FUtcher,  2  Car.  &  K.  215),  R.  v.  Ward,  Vol.  II.,  p.  19. 
but  an  intent  to  injure  the  owner 
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1862. 
^-^s^^^  Kingston,  coram  Erie,  C,  J. 

Surrey  JHE    QUEEN    f.  TRAIN    AND   OTHERS. 

Spring  Asstzet. 

The  laying        InDICTMENT   ajrainst    one  Train,   and    his    foreman 

down  on  a  high-  ^ 

way  of  iron  Hathaway,  and  also  certain  persons  members  of  the  vestry 
tramway,  may  of  St.  Mary's,  Lambeth,  for  obstructing  a  part  of  the 
iTirobstticto*  '^'g'^^^^y*  leading  from  Westminster  Bridge  towards  Ken- 
to  a  substan-  nington.  There  were  several  counts,  one  of  which  laid  the 
tial  degree  the       ,    ^  ,         ,  ,        ,  .    ,  11 

ordinary  use  of  charge  to  be,  that  the  highway  was  made  dangerous  to 

any  Mrt'onC"  ^^^  passengers  with  horses  and  carriages. 

by  horses  and         jj^g  indictment  was  really  against  Mr.  Train,  for  laying 

carriages.  J     ^  ^  j      o 

Whether  it  down  his  iron  tramways  in  the  roadway. 
does  so,  is  a 

question  for  the  M.  Chambers,  Hawkins,  ^nd  Joyce  were  for  the  prose- 
jury.    That  it  .  ^  ' 

causes  acct-  CUtlOn. 
dents,  and  by 

/ear  of  such  Bovill,  Knapp  and  C  Pollock  were  for  the  defendant 

accidents  de-  m 

ters  persons  I  ram. 

highway, fs    *       Lnsh,  Ballantine,  Serjt.,  and  Garth  were  for  the  other 

S.r„r^";.'  defendants. 

howcTer  rort/jf       Jq  November,  1860,  a  committee  of  the  vestry  recom- 

the  accidents  »       m     •  • 

may  occur;  mended  the  vestry  to  adopt  Mr.  Tram's  proposal  to  lay 

questions'of  down   this   tramway.      The    vestry   having    adopted    the 

N^rred  ^  rcport  and  resolved  to  sanction  the  tramway,  on  the  13th 

indictment  of  March,  1861,  a  contract  was  entered  into  between  the 

Entering  into  im»m»i  i>ii  1  1 

a  contract  with  vestry  and  Mr.  I  ram,  by  which  he  was  to  complete  the 
pMmte'LXfto   '^y'"g  <Jown  of  the  tramway  within  three  months,  and  he 

dotbeworic       indemnified   them  ac^ainst  all  indictments  or  actions  for 

which  IS  the  .        ,  °  , 

alleged  nui.       laying  it  down,  and  also  against  the  expenses  of  removing 

eridence  both    *"d  replacing  it  if  he  should  be  required  so  to  do.     The 

eonttactor  imd    *"^™^'^y  ^^^  completed  in  September,  1861,  and  the  trains 

the  members  of  besan  to  run.     In  November,  1861,  this  indictment  was 

such  public  ^ 

body,  at  all  found.  The  different  defendants,  members  of  the  vestry, 
CTeots^  coupled 

with  evidence  of  his  presence  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  and  then  signing  resolu- 
tions in  ftiTour  of  the  contract ;  sembUt  that  qut^tions  of  law  may  be  reserved  on  an  indict- 
meiit  for  an  obstruction  to  a  highway,  with  leive  to  enter  a  renlict  o( gmitty,  (as  it  is  a  pro- 
ceeding substantially  civil,)  and,  at  all  events,  the  entry  of  the  verdict  may  be  suspended  until 
the  next  asstxcs»  subject  to  points  of  law.  And  ^ ii«rr<f«  whether  there  may  not  be,  in  such 
case,  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
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were  sought  to  be  made  liable,  as  having  voted  in  favour  of 
the  resolutions  sanctioning  the  tramway  ;  and  the  books  of 
the  vestry,  containing  the  various  resolutions,  were  put  in 
for  that  purpose.  The  contract^  sealed  with  the  corporate 
seal  of  the  vestry  and  signed  by  Train,  was  also  put  in. 
As  regarded  the  vestry,  there  was  no  other  proof  of  com- 
plicity, nor  as  regarded  Train  was  there  any  other,  except 
that  he  had  been  seen  often  looking  at  the  tramway  while 
in  course  of  formation.  There  was  no  proof  of  personal 
directions  or  orders,  that  having  been  left  to  the  fore- 
man. 

The  tramway  was  laid  on  the  metalled  part  of  the  road- 
way, which  was  of  a  good  width,  allowing  sufficient  for  the 
passing  and  repassing  of  carriages  in  both  directions. 

Witnesses  were  then  called  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  tramway,  and  the  objections  made 
against  it,  as  interfering  with  the  traffic  and  causing 
danger  to  the  public. 

The  objections  stated  by  the  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the 
prosecution  were — that  it  was  not  possible  to  keep  the 
flanges  level  with  the  road ;  that  the  stone  part  was  worn 
away,  while  the  iron  flanges  remained ;  that  thus  the  repair 
of  the  road  would  be  interfered  with,  not  the  level  of 
the  surface  constantly  varying;  and  the  action  of  wheels 
passing  from  the  iron  flanges  ofl*  on  the  lower  and  softer 
materials,  tending  to  make  deeper  cuts  and  ruts  in  the 
road,  and  thus  wear  it  more  away,  and  that  the  iron  flanges 
themselves  were  unsafe  for  horses  and  carriages;  the 
horses,  whether  ridden  or  driven,  being  liable  to  slip  on 
the  irons,  and  the  carriages  either  clinging  to  the  flanges,  if 
going  aloTig  them,  or  being  jolted  if  going  across  them. 

Evidence  of  accidents  caused  by  horses  being  frightened 
by  the  omnibuses  used  on  the  tramway  was  excluded  (a). 


1862. 


The  Queen 

r. 

Train 

and  Others. 


(a)  As  that  would  be  the  ground 
of  another  indictment  for  a  nuisance 
against  the  parties  running  the  om- 


nibuses, as  in  the  case  of  Brays 
Traction  Engine,  vide  Wat  kins  v. 
Reddin,  Vol.  IF.,  p.  629. 
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1862.  Mr.  Greig,  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Surrey, 

The  Queen  ^^^  prosecutor,  was  one  of  the  first  witnesses  called.  He 
»•  said   he  prosecuted   not  in  his  public  but  in   his  private 

and  Others. .  capacity.  The  tramway  ran  along  the  front  of  Surrey 
Lodge,  the  official  residence  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace. 
There  were  sixteen  feet  between  the  edge  of  the  road  (on 
his  side  of  it)  and  the  tramway.  Driving  from  Westminster 
Bridge,  on  his  proper  side,  he  almost  always  found  it 
necessary  to  go  on  the  tramway,  and  his  wheels  clung  to 
the  flanges,  so  that  it  was  difficult  to  get  off;  going  in  the 
other  direction,  towards  London  Bridge,  he  crossed  the 
tramway  at  right  angles,  and  he'  always  suffered  from 
severe  wrenches.  He  had  not  had  any  accidents  himself, 
but  he  had  seen  traces  of  accidents.  He  had  seen  cabs, 
&C.,  damaged  with  their  wheels  ofif,  on  the  sides  of  the 
tramway.  And  he  had  known  horses  to  slip  on  the  tram- 
way. The  witness  went  on  to  say  that  he  considered  the 
tramway  "  at  times  dangerous,  and  always  inconvenient," 
to  the  general  traffic. 

He  was  cross-examined  as  to  iron  gutters  by  the  side  of 
the  streets  in  the  city,  to  which  he  admitted  the  wheels 
sometimes  clung,  but  he  said  they  were  not  so  liable  to  get 
into  the  gutters. 

Many  other  witnesses  were  called  in  support  of  the  case 
for  the  prosecution,  and  to  prove  that  accidents  continu- 
ally arose  from  the  use  of  the  tramway.  It  appeared 
that  persons  avoided  the  highway  from  apprehension  of 
danger. 

In  the  course  of  this  evidence. 

The  jury  declared  they  were  satisfied  that  the  tramway 
was  a  nuisance  to  the  highway,  as  being  dangerous  to  the 
public,  using  the  highway  with  horses  and  carriages. 

Rovill  ftaid  he  had  a  host  of  witnesses  to  prove  that 
there  was  no  danger. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — You  are  satisfied   that  it 
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The  Queen 


obstructs,  to   a   substantial  degree  (a),  the   ordinary  use         1862. 

of  the  highway  with  horses  and  carriages),  so  as  to  render 

it  unsafe  and  inconvenient. 

Train 
The  jury  said  that  they  were,  and  that  they  were  satis-     and  Others. 

fied  partly  from  personal  experience. 

Erlb,  C.  J. — You  mean  both  unsafe  and  inconvenient. 

The  jury  said  they  did. 

Erle,  C.  J. — And  your  opinion  would  not  be  altered 
by  the  evidence  of  any  number  of  witnesses  who  might  be 
called  to  prove  that  they  had  used  the  road  without 
danger  ? 

The  jury  said  it  would  not. 

Erle,  C.  J. — The  jury  have  answered  the  questions  I 
have  put  to  them  (and  which  I  had  intended  to  leave  to 
them  at  the  close  of  the  whole  of  the  evidence)  in  such  a 
way  as  to  dispose  of  the  case.  No  doubt  most  persons 
would  pass  along  the  road  without  sustaining  any  acci- 
dent; but  if  the  proportion  were  proved  to  be  99  out  of 
100  passengers  passing  without  accident,  it  would  make 
DO  difference  as  to  the  legal  right  of  the  hundredth  pas- 
senger to  complain  of  the  nuisance.  The  very  fear  of 
danger,  if  reasonable,  may  be  a  nuisance.. 

Bovill  objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  against  the 
defendant  Train,  no  personal  participation,  by  orders  or 
directions,  having  been  proved. 

Erle,  C.  J. — He  is  proved  to  have  entered  into  a  con- 
tract to  lay  down  the  tramway,  and  is  also  proved  to  have 
been  present,  from  time  to  time,  while  it  was  making. 
In  misdemeanor  all  are  principals.  No  one  can  doubt 
that  there  is  evidence  enough  to  have  made  him,  in  felony, 
liable   as   an  accessory  before  the  fact,   and   (under   the 

«•• 

(a)  That  is,  the  obstruction  being  nvisance  is  substantial.  See  H,  v. 
tubstantial.  This  is  very  different  Belts,  16  Q.  B.  1022;  R.  v.  Rus- 
from    the    question,    whether    the      sell,  3  E.  &  B.  942. 
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1862.        recent  act)  as  a  principal  likewise.     Every  act  done  in 
^^*^^^^      pursuance  of  the  contract  would  make  him  liable,  sup- 

A  HE   V£UEEN 

P.  posing  the  carrying  of  it  out  to  be  criminal.     And  there 

and  Othera.     '^  ^^  doubt  that  the  contract  was  carried  out,  and  that  the 
tramway  was  laid  down  in  pursuance  of  it. 

Bovill  then  raised  the  question  of  law,  that  without  at 
all  trenching  on  the  doctrine  (a)  that  if  there  is  a  nuisance 
to  a  highway,  it  cannot  be  excused  as  a  mere  balance  of 
inconvenience;  there  is  this  to  be  considered,  that  the 
authorities  in  whom  the  highway  is  vested  may  have  a 
right  to  set  apart  a  portion  of  the  highway  for  the  use  of 
passengers  by  a  particular  class  of  vehicles,  just  as  portions 
of  it  are  set  apart  for  the  use  of  foot  passengers  and  pas- 
sengers with  horses  and  carriages,  and  that  it  was  a  ques- 
tion of  what  is  a  reasonable  and  convenient  use  or  arrange- 
ment of  the  highway ;  and  that  was  a  question  for  the 
j»ry. 

Lush  and  Ballantine,  Serjt.,  for  the  other  defendants, 
the  members  of  the  vestry  and  their  surveyor. 

The  members  of  the  vestry  are  not  liable  personally  and 
individually,  for  the  only  act  proved  against  them  is  the 
contract  entered  into  by  them,  not  personally,  nor  signed 
by  them  separately  and  individually,  but  only  sealed  with 
their  corporate  seal  as  a  vestry.  Then,  even  if  liable  at  all 
personally,  they  are  not  so  criminally,  as  they  would  not 
be  civilly  for  acts  done  while  acting  gratuitously  on  behalf 
of  the  public.  Then  as  to  the  surveyor,  he  having  acted 
by  their  orders,  he  is  not  liable. 

Chambers  cited  Queen  v.  Scott  (5),  as  showing  that  the 
members  of  the  vestry  were  personally  liable. 

Erlb,  C.  J. — Criminally,  all  who  co-operate  in  a  com- 
mon purpose  are  principals.  And  as  Train  is  implicated 
by  entering^nto  the  contract,  so  are  the  vestry  by  entering 

(a)  The  Queen  v.  Bells,  16  Q.  B.  (6)  3  Q.  B.  SIT). 

Rep.  1022. 


The  Queen 

V. 

Train 
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into  it,  and    sanctioning  the   nuisance.     As   regards  the         1862. 
questions  of  law,  however,  they  may  be  reserved. 

Lush,  on  the  part  of  the  vestry,  objected  to  a  verdict  of 
guilty.  and  Others. 

Chambers  doubted  whether,  in  a  criminal  case,  leave 
could,  by  consent,  be  reserved  to  enter  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

Lush. — That  does  not  apply  in  a  case  like  this,  not 
really  criminal,  and  on  the  civil  side  (a), 

Erle,  C.  J.,  thought  that  it  did  not  apply  to  such  mis- 
demeanors, and  suggested  that  the  entry  of  the  verdict 
could  be  suspended  until  the  next  Assizes  (6),  and  to  this 

Chambers  assented,  as  regarded  the  members  of  the 
vestry,  but  not  as  regarded  the  principal  defendant.  Train, 
and  his  foreman,  as  against  whom  he  pressed  for  a  verdict 
of  guilty. 

Erle,  C.  J. — On  the  main  question  I  am  bound  to 
administer  the  law  according  to  the  legal  rights  of  the 
public  as  they  now  exist,  and  which  are  thus  aptly  defined 
in  the  language  of  pleading — to  pass  and  repass,  on  foot 
and  with  horses  and  carriages,  at  their  free  will  and  plea- 
sure, over  the  said  highway,  i.  e.  over  every  part  of  it  at 
their  free  will  and  pleasure.  Every  obstruction  which,  to 
a  substantial  degree,  renders  the  exercise  of  that  right 
unsafe  or  inconvenient,  is  a  violation  of  that  right.  And  I 
think  the  authority  of  parliament  is  necessary  to  legalize 
such  a  dealing  with  the  highway,  as  deprives  any  class  of 
passengers,  whether  on  foot  or  with  horses  and  carriages, 
of  the  use  of  any  part  of  it.  The  vestry,  no  doubt,  have 
some  power  over  the  highway,  but,  in  my  judgment,  it  is 
entirely  subject  to  the  existing  rights  of  the  public,  and 

(a)  Fii/e  Vol.  II.,  p.  498,and  R.  respiting  sentence  until   the  next 

▼.  RuMSfU,  3  E.  &  B.  942.  Assizes,   to  consult   his   brethren. 

(6)  This  course  could  always,  io  Several  such  coses  can  be  found  iu 

sabstance,   be   taken,   whether    in  Cuke.   And  see  also  Leach's  Crown 

fek>ny  or  misdemeanor,  the  Judge  Cases. 
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1862.         Ihey  have  in  this  c2L9e  exceeded  their  power.     There  must, 
therefore,  be  a  verdict  of  guilty  entered  against  Train  and 
his  foreman,  reserving  leave  to  move  on  all  points  of  law 
aDdOtiieiB.     ^  enter  a  verdict  of  not  guilty. 

Bovill  desired  to  know  if  he  could  bring  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  thought  not,  for  a  criminal  case. 

Lush  thought  it  could  be  so  in  a  case  of  misdemeanor 
like  the  present. 

Finlason,  amicus  curuB^  suggested  that  the  rule,  that 
there  could  not  lie  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a  criminal  case, 
only  applied  in  a  case  really  criminal,  and  not  in  a  case  in 
which,  though  the  Crown  was  a  party,  the  proceeding  was 
in  substance  civil  (a). 

Erle,  C.  J. — At  all  events,  if  a  bill  of  exceptions  will 
lie,  it  may  be  taken  that  there  are  materials  for  it. 

Verdict  of  guilty. 


id)  Vide  Vol.  II.,  p.  498  (a)  ;  et 
jfoti^  p.  29  (a).  It  is  conceived  that 
an  indictment  for  an  obstruction  to  a 
highway  b  in  substance  a  civil  pro- 
ceeding. It  would  be  so  in  the  case 
ofan  individual  suing  for  a  particular 
damage.  The  Crown  may  have 
claims  or  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  just 
as  the  subject  may  have  (Co  Inst.) ; 
and  the  Crown  may  also  have  such 
tuita  either  on  its  own  behalf,  as  in 
some  cases  of  9110  ttartanto,  (those 
relating  to  royal  franchises,  or  the 
like,)  or  relating  to  the  Crown  iu 
ita  character  as  guardian  of  the 
public  rights ;  as  in  cases  of  man- 
damus, or  such  indictments  as  re- 
late to  matters  not  really  criminal, 
bat  in  which  the  Crown  pr«k>cutes 
on  behalf  of  the  public.  .\ll  crimes 
concern  the-  Crown  and  the  public : 
but  many  matters  concern  the  pub- 


lic and  the  Crown  which  are  not 
crimes.  The  criterion  whether  an 
indictment  will  lie  is  not  whether  the 
offence  or  misdemeanor  is  a  crime 
(for  every  trespass  is  a  misdemea- 
nor), but  whether  it  concerns  the 
public.  Hence  an  indictment  will 
not  lie  for  a  mere  private  trespass 
(Krx  V.  Atkini,  3  Burr.  1 706)  ;  and 
what  is  not  of  puMic  concern  is  a 
mere  civil  injury;  R.  t.  S/oir,  3 
Burr.  1G9S.  It  is  only  when  actual 
force  is  used  by  a  number  of  persons 
that  a  trespass  becomes  indictable ; 
JR.  V.  Jc>*iii/t»ji,  I  Wils.  315.  The 
non -repair  of  a  priraie  road,  even 
by  a  public  body,  is  not  indictable, 
because  it  does  not  concern  the 
public;  Rrr  v.  Rickardt,  8  T.  R. 
6o4.  When  it  was  laid  down  that, 
in  a  crimimul  cav.  a  person,  who 
is  present  in  Court,  where  called  as  a 
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vitness,  is  bound  to  be  svrorn  and 
to  give  his  evidence,  although  be 
has  not  been  subpoenaed;  and  that 
an  indictment  for  stopping  a  way  is 
a  criminal  case  for  this  purpose 
(Rex  V.  SadUr  tmd  others,  4  C.  & 
P.  31 S,  LiTTLEDALE,  J.);  the  rcal 
meaning  was,  that  it  was  a  matter 
in  which  the  Crown,  on  behalf  of 
the  public,  prosecuted.  But  in  the 
case  of  a  public  highway,  where  an 
action  would  lie  at  the  suit  of  an 
individual  for  a  particular  damage, 
it  was  held,  that,  *'  contetjuentli/j  an 
indictment  will  lie  where  the  act 
afftctt  the  public ;"  JR.  v.  Trafford, 
I  B.  &  Adol.  874.  Thus  the  in- 
dictment in  such  cases,  so  far  from 
being  of  a  criminal  nature,  only 
Kea  in  consequence  of  the  injury 


being  of  a  rii;<7  character,  but  such 
as  concerns  the  public.  The  true 
criterion  of  a  criminal  proceeding 
is,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  "  whether  it  sounds  in 
crime  and  leads  to  punishment;" 
In  re  Douglas,  3  Q.  B.  Rep.  825. 
In  a  later  case,  Coleridge,  J.,  ex- 
pressed an  opinion,  after  argument, 
and  in  opposition  to  an  opinion,  or 
rather  a  doubt,  of  Campbell,  C.  J., 
that  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance 
to  a  highway  was  not  a  criminal 
proceeding ;  Queen  v.  Russell,  3 
£.  &  B.  942.  The  mere  fact  that 
the  defendants  can  have  a  new  trial 
seems  to  show  that  it  is  not  so.  In 
this  very  case  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  new  trial ;  why  should  he  not 
have  had  a  bill  of  exceptions  ? 


1862. 
The  Queen 

V, 

Train 

and  Others. 


Coram  Wiffhtman,  J, 

THE  QUEEN  v.  PAGET. 

Indictment  for  obstructing  a  highway. 
First  count,  for  inclosing  it  by  iron  hurdles. 
Second  count,  for  erecting  thereon  fences  and  inclosures. 
Third  count,  for  laying  stone,  &c.  thereon. 
Plea :  not  guilty. 

Denman,  Foot  and  Henniker  for  the  prosecution. 

Honyman  for  the  defence. 

On  the  opening  of  the  case  it  appeared  that,  since  the 
indictment  was  found,  the  defendant  had  removed  the  ob- 
structions; whereupon 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  said,  there  is  now,  substantially,  nothing 
to  try  (a). 


Spring  Atsizet* 

On  an  indict- 
ment for  ob- 
structing a 
highway, 
where  it  ap- 
pears that  the 
obstruction  has 
been  removed, 
that  is  substan- 
tially an  end  of 
the  proceeding, 
its  object  hav- 
ing been  at- 
tained. 


(a)  The  fine  being  assessed  by 
the  Court,  not  by  the  jury,  whether 
the  indictment  is  for  non-repair  or 


for  obstruction,  and  being  merely 
nominal,  where  the  repair  has  been 
or  will  be  dune,  or  the  obstruction 
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1862. 


The  Queen 

V. 

Paget. 


It  was  proposed  that  the  defendant  should  plead  guilty, 

and  a  nominal  fine  be  imposed  ;  but  to  this  he  objected,  as 

he  had  acted  under  a  notion  that  the  part  of  the  highway 

inclosed  was  his  own,  it  being  an  open  space,  between  the 

footway  and  the  metalled  road  (opposite  some  cottages  of 

his),  but  over  which  it  now  appeared  that  the  public  had 

the  right  of  highway;  and  eventually,  on  an  undertaking 

on  his  part  not  to  renew  the  obstructions,  the  prosecution 

agreed  to  a  verdict  of 

Not  guilty. 

Mitror  of  Justice,  c.  11,  sect.  3;  3 
Co.  Inst.,  and  1  Reeve,  Hist.  Eng. 
Law,  32.  The  mere  fact  of  a  fine 
no  more  shows  that  an  indictment 
is  a  criminal  proceeding  than  the 
ancient  fine  in  trespass.  Vide  R, 
v.  Charley,  12  Q.  B.  515;  new 
trial  allowed  on  such  indictments. 
And  see  Queen  v.  Russell,  3  E.  & 
B.  942,  where,  semble,  the  dictum 
of  Coleridge,  J.,  is  the  belter 
opinion.  Et  vide  Vol.  II.,  p. 
498  (a). 


has  been  or  will  be  removed  {U, 
v.  Luscombe,  2  Chitty,  214;  K.  v. 
Loughtony  3  Smith,  575);  whence 
it  is  conceived  that  in  either  case 
the  proceeding  is  substantially  of  a 
civil  and  not  a  criminal  character, 
the  distinction  taken  in  the  most 
ancient  and  approved  authorities 
being,  not  whether  the  Crown  is  a 
party  (for  so  it  is  in  mandamus  and 
quo  warranto),  but  whether  the  real 
end  or  object  of  the  proceeding  is 
punishment    or    reparation.      See 


Coram  Erie,  C.  J. 
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belonging  to  Archbishop  Whitgirt*s  Hospital^  near  Croydon.  1862. 
The  defendant  was  a  farmer^  who  had  a  Tarni  on  one  side 
of  the  plaintiff's,  ground,  and  had  a  field  on  the  other  side 
of  it^  and  to  which  he  claimed  a  right  of  access  with  carts 
over  the  plaintiff's  land  by  the  road  or  way  in  question;  a 
road  leading  from  Croydon  to  the  plaintifi's  house,  at  the 
entrance  to  which  gates  had  been  put  up  by  a  former  lessee 
of  the  plaintiff's  farm.  It  was  not,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  disputed  that  this  road  was  a  footway  or  a  bridle- 
way; but  the  defendant  had  claimed  a  right  to  use  it  with 
heavy  carts,  for  carriage  of  lime  to  his  farm,  and,  in  the 
assertion  of  this  supposed  right,  had  broken  open  the  gates, 
which  had  been  shut  to  exclude  them. 

A  former  lessee  of  the  farm  had  made  the  road  for  his 
own  use.  Persons  had  been  allowed  to  pass  along  it  on 
foot  or  with  horses,  but  heavy  carts  had  always  been 
stopped  and  turned  back,  and  gates  had  always  been 
there.  In  1838,  when  one  Wood  was  tenant,  permission 
bad  been  asked  to  use  the  road;  and  in  1848,  one  Church 
being  tenant,  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay  something 
yearly  for  leave  to  use  it  (as  was  alleged),  but,  as  he 
said,  only  to  repair  it.  The  parish  had  never  repaired  tlie 
road. 

The  warden  of  Whitgift's  Hospital  was  then  called  and 
examined  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  He  produced 
the  old  plan  alluded  to,  but 

Chambers  objected  to  its  admissibility. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  thought  that  might  depend  on  the  object 
with  which  it  was  put  in,  or  the  use  which  was  to  be  made 
of  it.  If  it  was  not  put  in  with  a  view  of  showing  that 
there  was  not  the  road  in  question,  so  as  to  disprove  the 
right  asseited  by  the  defendant,  it  could  not  be  admissible; 
bat  for  some  purposes  it  might  be  admissible. 

Chambers  said  he  objected  to  its  use  for  any  purpose 
whatever,  whether  to  refresh  the  witness's  memory  or 
otherwise. 
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18(J2.  Lush  examined  the  witness,  so  as  to  elicit  that  he  had 

tlic  plan  from  a  former  tenant  of  the  farm ;  but  this  was 
only  eight  years  ago,  and  it  did  not  appear  who  made  the 
plan,  nor  from  what  custody  it  came  originally.  It  was 
not  put  in. 

Witnesses  were  called  and  examined  at  great  length  in 
sujjport  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  disprove 
the  alleged  user. 

The  plaintiff  had  not  had  the  property  for  more  than  two 
years,  and  since  he  had  it  had  desired  to  improve  it  as  a 
gentleman's  residence,  and  with  that  view  had  hardened 
the  road  and  put  it  in  good  condition. 

M,  Chambers  for  the  defendant,  opened  that  the  way 
was  a  highway,  and  called  many  witnesses  in  support  of 
the  alleged  right  of  way  with  carts  and  carriages  to  a  place 
colled  Croham  Hurst. 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  ''Croham  Hurst*'  is  an 
eminence  which  commands  a  pleasant  prospect,  and  is 
therefore  a  place  of  resort  for  parties  of  pleasure ;  and, 
therefore,  it  was  suggested,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in 
cross-examination,  that  the  use  of  the  road  thereto  by  such 
parties  was  permissive  only,  and  with  light  vehicles,  and 
no  evidence  of  a  right,  any  more  than  the  usual  resort  to 
the  parks  of  the  archbishop,  or  of  any  peer  or  gentleman 
of  pn>perty,  for  the  purpt>ses  of  pleasure,  would  prove  a 
legal  right  to  go  there,  not  only  on  foot,  but  with  carriages 
and  curts. 

The  deftiulant  was  called,  and  admitteil  the  payment,  to 
the  plaintiff,  hut  explained  it  as  having  been  only  as  a  con- 
tribution for  the  expense  of  repairs ;  not  as  a  rent,  or 
acknowledgment,  for  the  user  of  the  way. 

The  slr\>nviesit  evidence  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of 
the  alleged  right,  was  that  of  the  bailiffs  of  former  tenants 
(going  back  tUlv  or  sixty  years>,  which  went  to  prove  the 
user  of  the  ri^iht  and  the  absence  of  all  obstruction.     On 
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the  other  hand,  the  evidence  did  not  show  any  particular 
Qser  of  the  road  by  the  tenants  or  occupiers  of  the  defend- 
ant's farm  ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  user,  so  far  as  it 
had  existed,  seemed  to  have  been  general  and  chiefly  by 
strangers, 

M.  Chambers,  in  summing  up  the  case  for  the  defendant, 
went  upon  the  plea  of  a  highway, 

Bovill,  in  reply,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  also  directed 
his  arguments  against  the  plea  of  a  highway.  If  so,  or  if  it 
could  be,  why  had  the  defendant  paid  for  the  repair  ? 
Whether  on  the  pleas  of  highway  or  of  way  by  prescription, 
there  must  have  been  a  user,  as  of  right  (a). 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Eblb,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury),  said  the  question  for  them 
was  whether  they  were  satisfied  that  there  had  been  a 
dedication  of  the  road  to  the  public  by  the  owner.  If  all 
the  Queen*s  subjects  had  used  the  way  at  their  free  will 
and  pleasure,  and  at  all  times,  that  was  strong  evidence  of 
such  a  dedication  as  a  highway  (6).  But  the  evidence  of 
such  a  user  was  to  be  well  weighed,  with  reference  to 
gates,  to  repairs,  to  permission,  and  the  like.  It  was  a 
matter  of  common  experience  that  there  were  many  farm 
roads  which,  as  means  of  communication,  were  of  great) 
convenience,  and  which  many  persons  used  a  long  time 


(a)  The  question  would  seem  to 
be  tubstantially  the  same  on  both 
pleas.     Vide  the  summing  up. 

(6)  The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  it 
will  be  seen,  seemed  to  regard  the 
question  as  substantially  the  same, 
00  bolh  pleas,  whether  of  public 
highway  or  of  private  way  by  pre- 
scription, which  requires  a  user  ai 
of  right.  The  question,  however, 
for  the  jury,  on  the  former,  plainly 
ittdudes  the  latter ;  since,  if  there 

VOL.  III. 


had  been  a  dedication  by  the  owner 
to  the  public,  the  user  must  have 
been  as  of  right.  The  converse,  of 
course,  would  not  hold,  that,  if  the 
user  was  of  right  by  prescription^ 
there  had  been  a  dedication  to  the 
public^  which,  indeed,  is  not  con- 
sistent with  a  defence  founded  on  a 
private  right.  The  evidence  here 
clearly  showed  a  user  by  the  public, 
if  at  all. 

D  F.F. 


1862. 
Mildred 

V, 

Weaver. 
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UWi         before  it  became  worth  tlie  owner's  while  to  resort  to  any 

^"^       measures  to  preTeoi  it.     Oq  the  other  hand,  the  fact  of 

9.  pavn.ent  for  the  u<^er  would  doc  be  conclusive  ao[ainst  the 

Weavei.        .  V     ..-.,.       ,  .  . 

right,  tor  It  Qiignt  be  that  a  ma  a  was  not  in  a  position  to 

enter  into  hti:£:acioa  to  enforce  the  right.  Still  it  was  a 
strong  piece  of  evidence  against  the  right.  The  question 
was  only  as  to  the  carriage  way.  The  bridle  way  would  be 
admitted,  and  if  a  gate  was  put  up  it  might  be  opened  by 
a  horseman  just  as  much  as  if  there  were  a  right  of  carriage 
way.  The  strongest  evidence  in  favour  of  the  defendants, 
and  in  support  of  the  alleged  right,  was  that  of  the 
bailiflfs  of  foimer  owners,  for  it  would  be  within  the  pro- 
vince of  the  bailiflfs  to  prevent  tiespasses,  and  they  might 
have  put  a  lock  on  the  gate  for  carriages,  and  opened  a 
bridle  gate.  Easy-minded  men,  however,  would  not  be 
disposed  to  contest  every  user,  and  it  was  a  matter  for  the 
experience  of  the  jury  whether  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  a  farm  road  or  a  highway  used  by  all  the  world, 
and  whether  the  user  as  a  hiv^hwav  had  been  submitted 
to  by  the  owners.  Beyond  all  doubt  there  might  be  a 
user  of  a  highway  for  purposes  of  pleasure,  but  the 
question  was  whether  the  road  had  been  used  as  a  high- 
way (a).  It  was  Tery  material  that  there  bad  been  no 
repair  by  the  parish,  although,  to  be  useful,  it  had  been 
necessary  to  lay  out  money  on  the  road.  This  was  not 
conclusive ;  for  he  had  known  instances  in  his  experience 
of  indictments  against  parishes  for  not  repairing  high- 
ways on  Salisbury  Plain,  on  which  a  pickaxe  had  never 
been  used  before,  and  he  had  known  parishes  forced  to 
repair  such  highways.  Now,  Croydon  was  a  very  ditierent 
neighbourhood  from  Salisbury  Plain.  The  non-repair 
therefore  was  not  conclusive,  but  it  was  certainly  very 
important  On  the  whole  evidence  the  jury  must  say 
whether  the  public  had  used  the  way  at  all  times  at  their 
(o)    Vide  autt'y  p.  33  (6). 
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free  will  and  pleasure.     If  so,  they  should  find  for  the  de-         1862, 

fendant ;  if  not,  for  the  plaintiff*.  ,^7^  "^^ 

■^  MlLDRBD 

The  jury  returned  a  v. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Weaver. 


UICH  ET  UXOR  V.  PIERPONT.  Surrey 

-p^  Spiring  Assizes* 

JJECLARATION,  that  the  plaintiff  retained  the  defend-  To  render  a 
ant  to  attend  his  wife  as  accoucheur,  but  that  the  defendant  Hable,  even 
did  not  use  due  and  proper  care  and  skill  in  that  behalf,  c»v»|fy»fo'' 

•       »  ^  ^         ^  ^    '  negligence,  or 

but  so  carelessly  conducted  himself  that  his  wife  was  in-  want  of  due 

,    ^  care  or  skill,  it 

jured,  &C.  is  not  enough 

Plea:  not  guilty.  '^^'^Z\m 

Hawkins  and  Butler  Rigby  for  the  plaintiffs.  thSi^some* 

SAee,  Serjt.,  and  Turner  for  the  defendant.  men  might 

have  shown  ov 

By  particulars  delivered  under  judge's  order  the  plain-  a  less  degree  of  . 
tiffs  stated  their  complaint  under  four  heads,  thus:— First,  he'^himself^'^^'* 

that  the  defendant,  on  the  10th,  11th,  12th  and  13lh  of  ?»»K»»tbave 

'  '  bestowed;  nor 

December,  1861,  while  attending  the  female  plaintiff,  did  is  it  enough 

not  use  due  skill  and  care  in  his  capacity  of  accoucheur;  selfacknow- 

secondly,  that  while  he  was  so  attending  her  he  carelessly  Jfe^^^of^^ant 

and  improperly  administered  a  certain  drug  or  acid,  and  of  care;  there 

,  ,  ,  .    ..         ,  i.    1       must  have 

improperly  used  an  enema;   thirdly,  that  on  two  of  the  been  a  want  of 

days,  the  12th  and  13th  of  December,  he  was,  while  so  S^^^e"* 

attending  her,  under  the  influence  of  intoxicating  drink  and  skill,  and 

=*  '  °  to  such  a  de- 

[this  charge  was  abandoned] ;  fourthly,  that  on  the  same  gree  as  to  have 
days,  the  12th  and  13th  of  December,  he  neglected  to  result, 
attend  the  female  plaintiff  personally,  though  called  upon 
to  do  so. 

The  defendant  was  called,  and,  as  already  mentioned, 
admitted  his  impatience  when  first  sent  for.  He  acknow- 
ledged that  it  was  usual  to  ask  certain  questions,  especially 
as  to  the  need  for  aperients;  but  added  that  the  nurse  often 

d2 
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1802.         mcMitioncd  such  inntters  to  the  medical  attendant.    He  ad- 

^'^^       niittcd  tliut  it  woiild  have  been  better  to  give  more  stimu- 
li im  " 

et  Uxor  hintH  and  support  on  the  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  but 
riKRroNT.  excused  himself  from  so  doing  on  the  ground  of  tlie  hus- 
bancrn  aversion  to  the  use  of  spirits,  and  the  disagreement 
whirh  would  have  arisen  about  it.  He  declared  that  the 
Fumll  quantity  of  tartaric  acid  could  have  done  no  harm; 
thut  spirits  would  have  done  good,  and  that  he  had  early 
in  the  case  desired  and  directed  it.  He  professed  that  he 
knew  not  how  he  could  have  arrested  the  nausea  by  medi- 
cine, or  what  other  medical  means  he  could  have  used.  He 
declared  that  he  had  desired  he  should  be  sent  for  when 
re(|uired,  that  he  had  attended  nine  ditTerent  times,  and 
had  used  all  such  means  as  to  the  best  of  his  judgment  he 
deemed  desirable. 

The  assistant  was  called,  and  proved  the  prescription 
made  up.  He  also  proved  making  up  saline  and  cooling 
draughts,  and  it  was  not  disputed  that  these  were  proper 
things  to  administer. 

Dr.  Kamsbothum,  Fellow  of  the  College  of  Physicians 
nnd  author  of  a  work  on  obstretic  medicine,  and  who  hud 
been  in  practice  since  18v^3,  stated  that  he  had  heard  all 
Ihe  evideuco  ou  either  side,  and 

SAtt^  ^erjt,,  then  asked  the  witness  whether  he  was  of 
opinion  that  there  had  Ih'ou  any  want  of  due  care  or  skill 
Ml  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

JlnwkUs,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintilR,  objt»cted  to  the 
question,  which,  he  said,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  decide  (o). 

Krlb,  l\  J,»  alVr  considering  the  question,  suggested 
that  it  should  l>e  mvKtiliieii. 

M  Cumuli  V.   KfC-iuruJk  *i  N.  witn<«w»  on   wboiw  0{}UiIuos  the 

&  M.  ^Vi;  ^i  v¥k  liM:u(t  v  T*ib«:^  /*a^  mmv  Jct^rrtniue.  Kivuut  Hulck 

ttM/tr»  p   9;   **  tv  ihe  ^uc^licit*  tv»  v.  l^wis^  Vol.  II..  p.  4<)7. 
bir  pMC  h>  uivJictil  or  vHh<r  >kiItvU 
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Sheey  Serjt.,  then  asked  whether  the  witness  had  heard         1862. 
anything  which  was  improper  in  the  defendant's  treatment 
of  the  patient  in  a  medical  point  of  view. 

The  witness  answered  that  he  had  not,  and  that  there 
were  no  means  which  could  have  been  resorted  to  by  the 
defendant.  Up  to  Thursday,  he  said,  there  was  nothing  to 
be  done  except  to  soothe  the  system.  No  ftiedicine  would 
allay  the  nausea  caused  by  the  patient's  condition,  as  it 
arose  from  a  cause  beyond  the  control  of  medicine.  He 
did  not  think  that  spirits  were  wanted  before  Thursday 
evening,  nor  did  he  think  that  the  dose  of  tartaric  acid  had 
done  the  least  harm.  It  was  a  very  mild,  harmless  thing, 
and  would  make  a  pleasant  glass  of  lemonade.  The  wit- 
ness said  he  was  decidedly  of  opinion  that  no  surgical 
means  ought  to  have  been  used.  There  were  certain  mat- 
ters of  which  only  the  medical  man  in  actual  attendance 
could  judge.  To  some  extent  the  medical  man,  on  certain 
matters,  could  rely  on  the  nurse,  who  would  usually  tell 
him  about  them;  and  he  said  he  thought  he  should  tell  the 
nurse  to  send  for  him  when  he  was  wanted,  and  not  to  do 
so  before.  No  material  mischief  could  have  resulted  from 
the  delay  of  the  aperient. 

Dr.  Steggall,  a  member  of  the  Colleges  of  Surgeons  and 
Physicians,  who  had  been  thirty-five  years  in  practice,  said 
he  had  heard  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  was  of 
opinion  that  there  was  nothing,  speaking  medically,  which 
had  been  omitted  or  wrongly  done,  and  (hat  it  would  not 
have  been  desirable  that  the  defendant  should  have  attended 
oftener.  He  also  quite  disapproved  of  the  use  of  the  ergot 
of  rye,  which  had  been  ordered  by  the  defendant's  suc- 
cessor. Dr.  Duncan. 

The  defendant,  a  member  of  the  Royal  College  of  Sur* 
gcons  and  of  the  Company  of  Apothecaries,  had  been 
twenty-five  years  in  the  profession,  fifteen  years  as  assist- 
ant and  ten  years  in  practice  on  his  own  account;  had 
attended  hundreds  of  midwifery  cases  and  had  never  been 
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1802.  charged  with  negligence  before.  The  plaintiffs  were  tee- 
totallers, and  therefore  objected  to  the  use  of  ardent  spirits, 
and  when  the  defendant  was  first  retained  (in  November) 
PtERPONT.  he  was  desired  expressly  not  to  give  spirits,  and  said  he 
should  not  unless  he  found  it  necessary.  The  defendant 
was  first  called  in  on  Tuesday,  the  10th  of  December,  and, 
as  he  deemed,  prematurely  and  without  due  cause.  He 
acknowledged  that  he  had  been  a  little  irritated  on  that 
account,  and  also  that  (probably  on  that  account)  be  had 
forgotten  to  make  certain  preliminary  inquiries,  which  he 
admitted  were  usual  on  such  occasions,  especially  as  to  the 
necessity  for  aperients,  &c.  He  desired  to  be  sent  for  when 
really  required.  He  had  altogether  attended  nine  times. 
It  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  nurse  that,  al- 
•  though  impatient  at  first,  this  impatience  quite  disappeared 

when  the  crisis  really  approached.  During  Wednesday 
and  Thursday  the  lady  retained  nothing  on  her  stomach, 
and  became  very  much  exhausted.  On  these  days,  how- 
ever, the  defendant  had  not  directed  stimulants  or  support. 
On  Thursday,  the  12th,  at  five  o'clock  in  the  morning,  the 
defendant  saw  her,  and  left  word  that  he  should  be  sent  for 
if  required,  and  did  not  see  her  again  until  twelve  o'clock 
at  night,  when  he  prescribed  some  medicine  to  allay  the 
nausea.  He  deemed  the  use  of  a  little  stimulant  necessary, 
and  knowing  that  the  nurse  had  some  gin,  desired  that  a 
little  should  be  given  to  the  patient  in  warm  water.  The 
nurse  brought  him  Ti  bottle  containing  some  colourless 
fluid,  of  which,  supposing  it  to  be  gin,  he  gave  her  a  small 
quantity  (half  a  drachm)  in  warm  water,  with  sugar.  The 
husband,  supposing  it  was  gin,  remonstrated,  and,  it  turn- 
ing out  to  be  tartaric  acid  which  his  wife  had  taken,  it  was 
ej^plained  to  him  that  it  was  so,  and  afterwards  the  defend- 
ant, deeming  spirits  necessary,  again  suggested  the  use  of 
a  little  gin  and  water.  The  husband  still  objected,  and  the 
defendant  swore  that  he  said  he  would  rather  his  wife 
should  die  than  take  it.     Disas^reement  ensued*  the  result 
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of  which  was  that  the  patient  did  not  have  the  spirits.  The  1862. 
husband  meanwhile  sent  Tor  a  Dr.  Duncan,  who  came  on 
Friday,  the  ISth,  and  ordered  spirits,  and  three  times  ad- 
ministered ergot  of  rye.  Dr.  Hall  Davis  was  also  called  in. 
The  delivery  (on  Saturday,  the  14th)  proved  abortive,  the 
child  being  dead,  and  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs  was,  that 
the  bad  result  was  owing  to  the  defendant's  want  of  care 
and  skill  in  not  effecting  an  earlier  delivery. 

Dr.  Duncan  was  called  and  examined  in  support  of  the 
plaintiffs'  case.  He  was  of  opinion  that  aperient  medicine 
should  have  been  taken  in  the  case,  and  that  stimulants 
should  have  been  taken,  and  means  taken  to  allay  the 
nausea  and  airest  the  exhaustion,  and  surgical  means  taken 
to  effect  an  earlier  delivery. 

Dr.  Murray  was  likewise  called  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  gave  a  kind  of  hypothetical  opinion  that,  assuming 
Dr.  Duncan's  account  of  the  case  to  be  correct,  other 
means  ought  to  have  been  resorted  to. 

Dr.  Lee,  the  eminent  obstetric  physician,  was  also  called 
for  the  plaintiffs,  but  stated  that,  in  his  opinion,  there  was 
nothing  medically  to  be  done  until  Friday,  the  13th,  on 
which  day,  it  will  be  observed,  Dr.  Duncan  was  called  in. 

Dr.  Hall  Davis  was  called  on  the  same  side,  but  declined 
to  say  that  there  had  been  any  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs, 

Shee,  Serjt.,  submitted  that  there  was  no  case  to  sustain 
a  verdict  for  them. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  asked  the  jury  whether  they 
thought  that  upon  this  evidence  they  could  find  the  de- 
fendant guilty  of  such  culpable  negligence  and  want  of 
ordinary  care  as  alone  would  sustain  the  action. 

The  jury  appeared  to  be  most  of  them  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  but  one  or  two  of  them  seemed  to  desire  that 
the  case  should  go  on. 
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1862.  The  case  accordinuly  went  on. 

The  trial  lasted  two  days. 
Rich  ^ 

et  Uxor  Erle,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  said 

PiBEPOHT.  the  case  had  taken  up  a  long  tinae,  but  not  longer  than  its 
importance  either  to  the  character  of  the  defendant  or  the 
profession  to  which  he  belonged  most  fully  justified.  It 
was  an  action  charging  him  with  a  breach  of  his  legal 
duty,  by  reason  of  inattention  and  negligence  and  want  of 
proper  care  and  skill ;  and  if  they  were  of  opinion  that 
there  had  been  a  culpable  want  of  attention  and  care,  he 
would  be  liable.  A  medical  man  was  certainly  not  an- 
swerable merely  because  some  other  practitioner  might 
possibly  have  shown  greater  skill  and  knowledge ;  but  he 
was  bound  to  have  that  degree  of  skill  which  could  not  be 
defined,  but  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  was  a  com- 
petent degree  of  skill  and  knowledge.  What  that  was  the 
jury  were  to  judge. 

It  was  not  enough  to  make  the  defendant  liable  that 
some  medical  men,  of  far  greater  experience  or  ability, 
might  have  used  a  greater  degree  of  skill,  nor  that  even 
he  might  possibly  have  used  some  greater  degree  of  care. 
The  question  was  whether  there  had  been  a  want  of  com- 
petent care  and  skill  to  such  an  extent  as  to  lead  to  the 
bad  result.  As  to  the  mistake  about  the  tartaric  acid,  it 
turned  out  to  be  of  no  consequence,  and  the  mere  error 
of  the  nurse  in  giving  it  to  the  defendant  instead  of  the 
gin.  The  medical  evidence  appeared  to  be  greatly  in 
favour  of  the  defendant;  and,  considering  how  much  the 
treatment  of  a  case  depended  upon  its  varying  phases, 
which  changed  as  quickly  as  the  shifting  hues  of  the 
heavens,  it  was  hard  for  one  medical  man  to  come  forward 
and  condemn  the  treatment  of  a  brother  in  the  profession, 
and  say  that  he  would  have  done  this  or  that,  when,  pro- 
bably, had  he  been  in  a  position  to  judge  of  the  case  from 
the  first,  he  would  have  done  no  better.     Upon  the  whole 
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of  the  case,  if  the  jury    thought   that   there   had    been 
culpable  neglect  or  want  of  due  care  or  competent  skill, 
let  them  find  for  the  plaintiff*;  if  otherwise,  for  the  de- 
fendant. 
The  jury  found  a 


1862. 


Verdict  for  the  defendant  (a). 


(a)  At  the  Session  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  which  sat  on  the 
same  day  (April  7),  the  Recorder 
charged  the  grand  jury  thus,  on  a 
charge  of  manslaughter  against  a 
surgeon : — The  offence  imputed  to 
him  was,  that  he  had  by  negligence 
and  UDskilfulness  caused  the  death 
of  a  woman.  He  had  been  called 
in  to  attend  her  during  childbirth. 
It  was  uot  necessary  for  him  to 
enter  into  the  details  of  the  case, 
but  it  was  right  he  should  inform 
them  what  the  law  required  should 
be  established  to  suport  such  a  pro- 
secution. A  medical  man  who 
undertook  to  perform  a  duty  of  this 
description  was  bound  to  bring  to 
it  a  reasonable  amount  of  skill  and 
knowledge  of  his  profession,  and  if 
this  was  done  he  would  not  be  an- 
swerable for  any  fatal  consequences 


that  ensued ;  and  it  was  only  in  case 
the  grand  jury  should  be  satisfied 
that  a  medical  man  was  guilty  of 
gross  negligence,  or  that  he  had 
exhibited  gross  ignorance  of  his 
profession,  and  that  the  death  of 
the  patient  was  the  consequence  of 
that  ignorance,  that  they  would  be 
justified  in  finding  a  bill  for  man- 
slaughter. Every  medical  man  was 
of  course  liable  to  make  a  mistake, 
and  he  would  not  be  criminally  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences  if  it 
should  appear  that  he  had  exercised 
reasonable  skill  and  caution,  and 
it  was  only  in  the  case  where  a  me- 
dical man,  as  he  had  before  stated, 
was  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  or 
evinced  a  gross  want  of  knowledge 
of  his  profession,  that  he  could  be 
held  criminally  responsible. 


PlERPONT. 


KING  V.  THE  VISCOUNTESS  FORBES.  Surrey 

k  Spring  Assixet, 

ACTION   on   a  bill   of  exchange,   dated  the  30th   of  A  blank  ac 
January,    1860,  drawn  by  one  M.  A.  Richards  on,  and  l^n'itselfVvi-^ 
accepted  by,  the  defendant,  the  Viscountess,  and  indorsed  aJJ^horSfy^to 

the  party  to 
whom  it  is  griven  to  borrow  the  amount  on  the  credit  and  behalf  of  the  acceptor  (even 
although  it  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor  that  the  money  to  be  raised  on  the 
security  of  the  bill  was  to  be  lent  to  the  acceptor);  and  however  the  latter  may  be  liable  on 
the  but  at  the  suit  of  an  honest  holder,  the  question  on  a  claim  for  money  lent  by  him  to  the 
acceptor,  will  be,  whether  the  money  was  received  by  any  otfe  as  the  authorized  agent  of  the 
acceptor  in  that  behalf.  Letters  from  the  acceptor  to  the  drawer — the  allcpcd  agent — shown 
to  the  lender  before  he  advanced  the  money,  admissible  in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the 
Utter.  And  letters  from  the  alleged  agent  to  the  acceptor,  admissible  on  behalf  of  the  ac- 
ceptor, to  disprove  the  alleged  aj^ency.  The  case  for  the  defendant  being  collusion  between 
the  alleged  agent  and  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  allowed  to  give  evidence  as  to  his  not  know- 
Dg  the  party's  address,  until  his  attorney  discovered  it,  to  subpoena  her. 
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1862.         by  her  to  one  C.  Terrett,  and  by  her  to  the  plaintiff,  for 

Kino         5^>0/.,  payable  at  three  months  after  date.     There  was  also 

»•  a  claim  for  560/.  as  money  lent  to  the  Viscountess. 

Viscountess        T^g  defendant  denied  Ikt  acceptance,  and  also  denied 

the  indorsements  alleged,  and  denied  that  Bhe  was  indebted 

for  the   money  lent  as  alleged.     The   defendant   further 

pleaded,  to  the  first  count,  that  she  was  induced  to  accept 

the  bill  by  the  fraud  and  covin  of  M.  A.  Richards,  and 

others  in  collusion  with  her;  and   further,  that  she  had 

accepted  the  bill  that  it  might  be  discounted  by  M.  A. 

Richards,  but  that  she  did  not  do  so ;  and  that  C.  Terrett 

took  the  bill  without  value,  and  the  plaintiff  with  notice  of 

the  facts. 

Shee,  Serjt,  and  Talfourd  Salter  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bovill  and  Prentice  for  the  defendant. 

Sheej  Serjt.,  in  stating  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  said  that 
as  the  bill  was  on  a  wrong  stamp,  and  so  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence,  the  case  would  rest  on  the  count  for 
money  lent;  and  the  money  had  been  borrowed  by  the 
Viscountess  of  the  plaintiff  through  the  agency  of  a  Miss 
Richards  (the  M.  A.  Richards  mentioned  in  the  bill)  and 
the  intervention  of  Mrs.  Terrett,  the  mother  of  the  Vis- 
countess. 

Thereupon 

Erle,  C.  J.,  observed  that  the  real  question  would  be, 
whether  Miss  Richards  had  the  authority  of  the  Viscountess 
to  borrow  the  money  from  the  plaintiff. 

It  appeared  that,  in  1869,  the  Viscountess  had 'been 
introduced  to  Miss  Richards  through  her  mother,  Mrs. 
Terrett,  who  happened  to  have  met  her  at  a  lodging-house. 
The  Viscountess,  being  desirous  of  raising  2,000/.  upon 
her  property,  this  was  mentioned  to  Miss  Richards,  who 
thereupon,  representing  herself  to  be  a  person  of  property, 
offered  to  lend  her  money,  or  to  be  instrumental  in  pro- 
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curing  it  for  her.     A  Mr.  Taylor  appeared  to  have  acted         1862. 

as  attorney  for  Miss   Richards   in   the   matter,   and  the         ^^^^ 

Viscountess   executed    a   mortgage    for  the    amount  she  «• 

required,  which,  however,  turned   out  to  be  fruitless,  no    Viscountesb 

money  being  advanced.     Thereupon  Miss  Richards  pro-         ob.bes. 

posed,  as  difficulties   had  arisen  in  procuring  the  entire 

advance,  that  she  should  lend  the  Viscountess  500/.,  and 

gave  a  cheque  for  the  purpose,  which  was  dishonoured. 

Miss  Richards  had  represented  that  the  money  was  to  be 

paid  into  Coutts's  for  her,  but  nothing  was  obtained  from 

her.     In  September,  1859,  the  Viscountess  went  over  to 

Ireland,  and  had  not  seen  Miss  Richards  since.     Letters 

then  passed  between  them  on  the  subject  up  to  the  month 

of  December,  1859,  but  which  were  not  produced.     But 

there  was  a  fragment  of  a  letter  in  her  handwriting  put  in 

on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  addressed  to  Miss 

Richards,  and  was  much  relied  on,  and  which  ran  thus : — 

"Make  Mr.  King  pay  the  money  before  you  give  him  the 

signed  bill ;  it  is  very  kind  of  you  to  have  taken  so  much 

trouble  for  me."     On  the  28th  of  December,  1859,  the 

mortgage  deed  was  sent  to  the  atlornies  of  the  Viscoqntess. 

The  bill  in  question  was  dated  on  the  30th  of  January, 

1860,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the  Viscountess  had  sent 

Mr.  Richards  her  acceptance  in  blank  at  that  time.     On 

the    2nd    of    February    following    (that  is,   a   few   days 

after  the  bill  was  dated),  the  Viscountess  wrote  to  Miss 

Richards  a  letter,  which  was  put  in  on  the  part  of  the 

plaintiff,  and  ran  thus : — **  I   have  just  received  a  letter 

from  my  mother,  stating  that  you  would  lodge  on  that 

day  250/.  at  Coutts's  bank.     But  the  bill  I  signed,  and 

for  which  I  am  liable,  is  for  560/.     I  hope  my  mother  has 

made  a  mistake  as  to  the  amount,  as  the  whole  amount  is 

doe  to  roe,  to  be  paid  in  at  Coutts's.     My  mother  says 

that  60/.  is  for  expenses.     Will  you  explain  how  this  is? 

It  is  more  than  three  weeks  since  Mr.  Taylor  had   the 

asi^ignment  for  the  500/.,  stating  that  the  sum  had  been 
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1862.         sent  by  you  to  my  bankers.     You  know  the  dishonoured 

^P"^^"^      cheque,  and  the  reason  stated  for  not  paying  the  money, 

9.  (a  gross  untruth),  &c.     This  letter  is  to  save  you  from 

The  .  . 

Viscountess   being  cheated,  &c."     The  Viscountess  had  never  had  a 

Forbes.       farthing  upon  the  bill ;  and  she  had  not  had  any  personal 
communication  with  the  plaintiff.     On  the  30th  of  January, 
1860,  however,  the  date  of  the  bill,  it  appeared  that  one 
Bicknell,  proprietor  of  the  Argyll  Rooms,  cashed  the  bill 
for  the  plaintiff,  a  performer  of  music  at  those  rooms  giving 
him  a  cheque.     The  bill  then  was  filled  up  for  560/.,  and 
bore  upon  it  the  names  of  Miss  Richards  and  Mrs.  Terrett, 
as  indorsees;  and    Bicknell  got  the  plaintiff  to  put  his 
name  upon   it  also  as  indorsee.     The  bill,  it  will   be  ob- 
served, was  not  filled  up  in  the  writing  of  the  Viscountess, 
but  only  bore  her  signature,  as  she  was  abroad  at  the 
time.     Miss  Richards  was  lodging  at  the  same  house  as 
the    mother  of   the   Viscountess,  Mrs.   Terrett,    and    the 
plaintiff  swore  he  paid  the  money  over  to  Miss  Richards 
at  that  house,  and  in  the  presence  of  Mrs.  Terrett     In 
February,  1860,  the  Viscountess,  finding  that  no  money 
was  forthcoming  to  her,  instructed   her  attornies  in  the 
matter,   and    they   set   about   recovering  the   bill.     They 
demanded  it  from  Miss  .Richards,  and  she  sent  them  to 
the  plaintiff.     On  the  26th  of  February  they  demanded  it 
from  him,  but  were  told  it  had  been  discounted.     The 
plaintiff  also  said  he  had  advanced  300/.  upon  it,  but  he 
did  not  say  a  word  as  to  the  Viscountess,  nor  of  a  sum  of 
600/.     The  bill,  it  will  be  seen,  was  due   in  May,  1860, 
but  no  action  was  brought  upon  it  until  the  7th  of  February 
in  the  present  year,  that  is,  nearly  two  years  after  it  was 
due.     The  Viscountess  to  the  last  had  never  received  a 
shilling  from  any  one  upon  or  for  the  bill,  nor  had  she 
ever  had  a  shilling  from  the  plaintiff,  who  claimed  to  be 
the  holder  of  the  bill.     Miss  Richards  had  become  bank- 
rupt, and  had  turned  out  to  be  the  daughter  of  a  pauper 
in  Wales,  and  the  plaintiff  described  her  as  a  "swindler." 
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The  plaintifF  stated   that  Miss  Richards   had    applied         1862. 

to  him  on  behalf  of  the  Viscountess  for  a  loan  of  500/.        \!^^^'^ 

Kino 
upon  the  security  of  her  acceptance,  producing  a  letter  ». 

from  her  attornies  to  Taylor  touching  the  mortgage  viscouNXEsg 
to  show  that  she  was  negotiating  an  advance  to  her,  Forbes. 
and  also  showing  the  two  fragments  of  letters  from 
the  Viscountess  to  herself,  which  have  been  already  men- 
tioned. He  said  he  believed  from  this  and  from  seeing 
her  at  the  same  house  with  Mrs.  Terrett,  that  she  was  au- 
thorized to  negotiate  a  loan  for  the  Viscountess.  He  did 
not,  however,  apply  in  any  way  to  the  Viscountess  herself, 
or  her  attornies,  to  know  if  she  had  given  such  authority. 
He  said  she  produced  a  letter  from  Mr.  Taylor,  which 
showed  that  "  something  of  the  sort  was  going  on."  He 
stated  that  he  told  her  he  was  not  sufficiently  acquainted 
with  Lady  Forbes  to  make  the  advance  on  this  evidence, 
but  that  if  she  (Miss  Richards)  and  Mrs.  Terrett  would 
join  in  a  bill  as  security  he  would  do  so.  He  swore  that 
the  fragment  of  the  letter  of  the  Viscountess,  "  Make  King 
pay  the  money,"  &c.,  had  been  shown  to  him  by  Miss 
Richards.  Having  got  the  bill  from  Miss  Richards  he 
discounted  it  with  Mr.  Bicknell  and  handed  him  the  bill, 
endorsing  it  himself.  He  stated  that  he  took  the  money 
to  Miss  Richards,  but  as  she  was  indebted  to  him  in  1 10/. 
she  paid  it  to  him  out  of  the  money,  and  said  she  was 
going  to  pay  the  rest  into  Coutts's,  He  did  not  explain 
how  he  came  to  take  her  debt  out  of  money  he  professed  to 
have  lent  to  the  Viscountess.  He  said  Miss  Richards  had 
since  become  considerably  indebted  to  him,  and  he  did  not 
explain  how. 

The  plaintiff  was  severely  cross-examined  as  to  his  con- 
nection with  Richards,  and  especially  whether  he  did  not 
know  where  Richards  was,  and  he  was  pressed  particularly 
as  to  whether  he  had  not  visited  her  last  Thursday,  which 
he  swore  he  had  noi.  He  was  threatened  with  a  contra- 
diction on  that  point,  but  persisted  in  his  denial,  and  swore 
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1862.        that  he  had  only  heard  from  his  attorney  within  the  last 

^*^^^^      two  days  where  she  was.     (This  is  mentioned  with  a  view 
Kino  ,        r  h  i  v 

V.  to  what  followed.) 

Viscountess       Bicknell  was  called  to  confirm  the  plaintiff^  but  Taylor 

Forbes.       ^^s  not  called. 

M.  A.  Richards  was  called  on  her  subpcena,  on  the  part 

of  the  plaintiff,  and  did  not  answer,  but  some  one  in  Court 

handed  to  the  Judge  a  document,  which   his  Lordship 

stated  to  be  a  doctor's  certificate  of  ill  health. 

Bovill  objected  to  the  production  of  any  document  by  a 
stranger,  unsworn,  and  without  any  legal  evidence  of  its 
nature  or  authenticity.     Thereupon, 

Shee^  Serjt.,  called,  not  the  person  who  produced  the 
paper  but  his  own  client  (a),  the  attorney,  to  prove  that  he 
had  tried  to  discover  the  address  of  M.  A.  Richards,  and 
had  only  succeeded  in  doing  so  two  days  ago,  when  he 
directed  her  to  be  subpoenaed.  And  the  clerk  who  had  sub- 
poenaed her  was  called  to  prove  it:  on  his  cross-examination 
he  stated,  that  she  said  she  should  not  attend,  "  as  she 

(a)  Tbis  evidence  was  not  ob-  plaintiff  as  a  witness.     It  was  the 

jectcd  to,  and  perhaps  might  have  case  for  the   defendant   that  the 

been    admissible,    in    consequence  plaintiff  was  all  along  in  coUution 

of  the    cross-examination    of  the  with  her,  and  of  course  the  counsel 

plaintiff  as  to  his  privity  with  Rich-  for  defendant  might  shrink  from 

ards  and  his  knowledge  of  her  ad-  shutting  out  e\ddence  on  that  point, 

dress,   and   having  visited  her  so  Quare^  however,  whether  the  evi- 

lately  as  that  day  week.     He  cer-  dence  might  not  be  admissible,  on 

tainly  had  been   asked  as  to  his  that  ground,  as  tending  to  rebut  the 

attorney  having  told  him  of  her  inference  of  collusion,  or  of  notice, 

address ;   and  a  contradiction  was  arising  from   Richards  not   being 

threatened  (and  afterwards  attempt-  called.     It  has  been  held,  that  the 

ed)  as  to  his  having  visited  her  a  not  calling  the  defendant  is  some 

week   ago.      The  evidence,  how-  evidence,  coupled  with  other  cir- 

ever,  went  beyond  the  point  as  to  cumstances  {M'^Fjwen  v.  Cotchingf 

his  knowing  of  her  address,  &c.,  27  L.  J.,  Exch.  41);  and  if  so, 

and  was  directed  to  show  that  every  surely,  in  some  cases,  it  may  be 

effort  had  been   made  to  procure  admissible   to   adduce  evidence  .to 

her  attendance  on  the  part  of  the  rebut  such  a  presumption. 


HOME  CIRCUIT.  47 

could  Dot  appear  against  Lady  Forbes;"  and,  further,  he         1862. 
stated  that  she  seemed  quite  well. 

Bovill  for  the  defendant  said,  the  truth  of  the  transac- 
tion was  not  that  Richards  was  to  borrow  money  on  her 
behalf,  but  that  she  was  to  raise  the  money  on  the  security 
of  the  bill,  and  lend  it  to  her.  He  admitted  that  the  two 
versions  of  the  transaction  ran  very  closely  to  each  other, 
and  that  the  line  between  them  was  fine  and  difficult  to 
draw,  but,  when  drawn,  the  distinction  was,  in  law,  sub- 
stantial, and  made  an  end  of  the  case. 

He  caljed  the  defendant,  who  gave  evidence  of  the 
version  of  the  transaction  above  stated,  and  swore  she 
never  authorized  Richards  to  borrow  the  money  for  her, 
but  supposed  that  she  would  borrow  it  herself  and  lend 
it  to  her.  She  admitted,  indeed,  that  she  knew  the  money 
was  to  come  from  King,  and  thus  explained  the  fragment 
of  her  letter  relied  on  by  the  plaintiif,  but  she  said  she 
thought  the  loan  by  King  was  to  be  to  Richards. 

The  defendant's  mother,  Mrs.  Terrett,  was  called  and 
admitted  her  indorsement  of  the  bill,  but  stated  that  it  was 
obtained  from  her  by  a  representation  of  the  transaction 
such  as  the  defendant  had  sworn  to,  and  that  she  never 
beard  from  Richards  of  a  loan  fVom  King  to  the  defendant. 

A  witness  was  called  to  prove  that,  about  the  beginning 
of  February,  i860,  Richards  asked  him  to  put  his  name 
to  a  bill,  and  said  she  was  going  to  lend  the  defendant 
money. 

Sheef  Serjt.,  objected. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  held  the  former  piece  of  evidence  as  ad- 
missible but  not  the  latter. 

Bovill  proposed  to  put  in  letters  from  Richards  to  the 
defendant,  in  order  to  disprove  the  alleged  agency  to  bor- 
row money  on  behalf  of  the  latter. 

Shee,  Serjt,  objected. 


48  CASES  ON  THE 

1862.  Erle,  C.J.,  ruled  that  the  letters  would  be  admissible 

for  that  purpose  (a).  Anything  tending  to  show  whether 
Richards  was  lender  or  borrower  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant will  be  relevant. 

It  turned  out,  however,  that  none  could  be  proved. 

Bovill  desired  to  put  in  the  letter  from  Taylor  to  the 
defendant's  attornies  touching  the  mortgage. 

SAee,Serjt.,  objected  thatTaylor  ought  to  have  been  called. 

Erlb,  C.  J. —  His  authority,  at  all  events,  as  Richards* 
attorney  would  be  necessary,  and  the  evidence  will  be 
doubtful  :  no  such  proof  could  be  given, 

A  witness  was  called  to  contradict  the  plaintiff*s  denial 
that  he  had  seen  Richards  so  lately  as  last  Thursday,  i.e., 
that  day  week. 

The  plaintiff  was  recalled  to  rebut  this  contradiction. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Erle,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury.) — The  question  is,  whether 
Richards  had  authority  from  the  defendant  to  pledge  her 
credit  for,  and  borrow,  this  money  ?  It  matters  not  what 
the  plaintiff  believed  on  the  point,  unless  the  defendant 
either  gave  Richards  such  authority,  or  allowed  her  to 
hold  herself  out  to  him  as  having  it.  The  defendant's  ac- 
ceptance in  blank  would  be  authority  to  fill  up  the  bill, 
but  not  necessarily  to  pledge  the  defendant's  credit  for  the 
money  received.  The  letters  relied  on  to  prove  the  autho- 
rity are  ambiguous  and  quite  consistent  with  the  case  for 
the  defendant,  that  Richards  was  to  lend  her  the  money, 
raising  it  by  mean?  of  the  bill.  Of  course  a  person  who 
has  signed  a  bill  would  be  liable  on  it  to  any  honest  holder 
(and  that  explains  a  passage  in  one  of  the  letters  of  the 
defendant,  "the  bill  on  which  I  am  liable").  On  the  it//, 
of  course,  she  would  be  liable  (if  the  plaintiff  took  it 
fairly),  only  it  happens  that  it  cannot  be  sued  on,  and  the 

(a)   Vide  Basketl  v.  Tindal,  Vol.       was  admitted  on  his  behalf;  anle^ 
II.,    p.  644.       Taj/lurs   Utter   to      p.  47. 
Richards,  sbown  to  the   plaintiff, 


Forbes. 
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question  is  quite  diflTerent  as  to  the  claim  for  money  lent.         1862. 
Upon  that  tlie  question  is  one  of  authority  to  receive  the        ^T'^^^ 
money,  and  if  you  believe  it  was  received  by  Richards  as  o. 

the  agent  authorized  by  the  defendant  to  receive  it  for  her  viscountess 
and  on  her  behalf,  you  must  find  for  the  plaintiff;  if  other- 
wise, for  the  defendant.  It  is  very  important  that  Richards 
has  not  been  produced  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though it  was  of  the  essence  of  his  case  to  produce  her,  in 
order  to  prove  her  authority.  You  heard  the  evidence  as 
to  that  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(fl)   Vide  ante,  p.  46. 


ALLEN  V.  ENGLAND. 

1^  spring  Atsizet, 

Jd  IR5T  count,  that  the  defendant,  with   workmen  and  A  person  using 

others,  broke  and  entered  certain  land  of  the  plaintiff  and  j*  „  ^r  ^org" 

prostrated  the  gates  and  fences,  and  broke  down  railings,  ^^^^  twenty 
■  .  years,  under 

&c.,  and  dug  up  the  soil,  &c.,  and  felled  trees,  and  rooted  permission 

,      ^     ^,         ^,  •  o  from  the  owner 

up  plants  then  there  growmg,  &c.  to  do  so,  in 

Third  count,  for  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  of  the  land,  \ltl^^^^? 

and  he  being  so  seised,  the  defendant,  contrary  to  the  passers,  the 

,,,-.,«  1.1     owner  from 

Statute  (a)  m  that  behalf,  with  force  and  arms  and  with  time  to  time 
a  strong  band,  broke  and  entered   the  said  land  of  the  \IATJ!^^ 
plaintiff,  and  then  in  a  forcible  manner  put  out  and  dis-  ^"8^  directions 

.  ,     .  .  .  as  to  cutting  of 

seised  the  plaintiff  thereof,  and  in  a  forcible  manner  and  trees,  &c. :~ 

with  a  strong  hand  kept  and  continued  the  plaintiff  so  put  had  not  got  a 

out  and  disseised,  &c.  '^^.T.^^.. 

Pleas  :  inter  alia,  not  possessed  :  and  to  the  first  count,  sue  a  claimant 

It  •  in,  ,..«.,,,-      ,  under  the 

lib.  ten.  in  one  Cox,  and  justification  by  the  defendant  as  owner  for  a 
bis  agent.  forcible  entry. 

6.  To  the  third  count,  denying  the  plaintiff's  seisin. 

Bovill,  Raymond  and  Rosker,  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  The  statutes  of  Hen.  6  and      of   which    another   has    acquired 
Rich.  2,  as  to  forcible  entry  on  land      seisin. 

VOL.  III.  B  F.F. 
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1862.  M.  Chambers  and  Hance  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  stated  that  he  had  been  possessed  for  up- 
wards of  twenty  years  of  two  houses  and  of  the  land  in 
question,  which  lay  at  the  rear  of  the  gardens  thereof,  and 
extended  to  the  rear  of  a  house  belonging  to  Cox.  He 
had,  he  said,  cultivated  it  ever  since  he  first  took  posses- 
sion of  it — twenty-two  years  before  the  trespasses  com- 
plained of.  He  admitted,  on  cross-examination,  that  Cox 
had  purchased  this  (and  other)  land  many  years  before  he 
(the  plaintiff)  had  taken  possession  of  the  land  in  question, 
and  had  planted  some  trees  upon  it.  He  admitted,  also, 
that  Cox  used  to  come  often,  and  had  originally  fenced  the 
land,  but  had  allowed  him  to  make  an  opening  from  the 
plaintiff's  land  to  his  own  and  he  had  thrown  it  into  his 
garden.  During  the  last  twenty-two  years  (he  said)  Cox 
had  never  interfered  with,  him  in  the  possession  of  the 
land  in  any  way,  and  he  himself,  and  no  one  else,  had, 
during  that  period,  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  the 
land.  It  was  proved  that,  during  that  time,  he  had  planted 
and  cut  down  trees,  &c. 

For  the  defendant.  Cox  was  called,  and  stated  that  he 
had  purchased  the  land  in  1837,  and  had  planted  it  with 
trees  and  fenced  it  round.  The  plaintiff  had  asked  him  to  let 
him  keep  the  boys  out  of  it,  and  he  had  consented  to  his 
having  the  use  of  it  so  long  as  he  did  so.  The  witness 
had  resided  at  a  great  distance  from  London,  but  used  to 
come  to  town  every  year  or  two  and  visit  the  plaintiff  and 
go  on  the  land  with  him,  and  frequently  told  him  what 
trees  to  lop  and  cut  and  what  fences  required  repairs. 
[This  was  denied  by  the  plaintiff.]  The  witness  stated, 
that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  pulled  the  wall  down  between 
this  land  and  his  garden,  had  promised  him  to  rebuild  it 
whenever  required.  The  witness  had  agreed  to  s^ll  the 
land  to  the  defendant,  and  put  him  in  possession  of  it, 
when  the  defendant  with  workmen  did  the  acts  complained 
of. 
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Bovilly  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that,  as  the  doctrine  of 
adverse  possession  had  been  got  rid  of  by  the  2  &  3  Will. 
4,  c.  27  (a),  twenty  years'  possession,  use  and  enjoyment 
by  the  plaintiff  was  su6Scient  to  give  him  a  title,  and  that 
at  all  events,  even  if  the  land  was  the  land  of  Cox,  a 
forcible  entry  was  a  ground  of  action. 


1862. 


(fl)  That  is,  in  the  sense  of  a 
possession  with  an  intention  tu  ac- 
quire and  exercise  dominion  and 
ownership,  such  as  would  have 
been  a  disseisin  by  the  old  law 
(see  notes  to  Doe  v.  'Septan^  5 
B.  &  Ad.  86).  But  there  must  still 
be  a  possession  different  from  that 
of  the  owner,  and  in  that  sense 
adverse;  and  that  either  if  the 
legal  possession  has  been  in  him, 
the  actual  occupation  having  been 
only  in  name  one  slse,  as  servant 
or  bailiff  to  him,  or  the  land  has 
been  vacant^  the  statute  does  not 
run.  In  the  present  case,  of  a 
piece  of  land  which  can  only  be 
occupied  by  user,  the  effect  of  the 
evidence  was,  that  there  was  no  in- 
dependent user,  but  only  under  the 
constant  direction  of  the  owner. 
A  mere  permission  to  occupy  con- 
stitutes a  tenancy  at  will  ( 7^oe  d. 
HaU  V.  Wood,  \4  M.  &  W.  682) ; 
and,  assuming  such  a  tenancy,  the 
question  would  be,  whether  it  had 
been  terminated  within  the  twenty 
years.  Where  the  owner  let  B. 
into  possession  of  a  farm  as  tenant 
at  will,  and  within  ten  years  en- 
'  tered  upon  the  land  without  B.'s 
consent,  and  cut  and  carried  away 
stone  therefrom :  held,  that  this 
entry  amounted  to  a  determination 
of  the  estate  at  will ;  and  that  B. 
thenceforth  became  tenant  at  suf- 
ferance, until  by  agreement,  ex- 
press or  implied,  a  new  tenancy 


was  created  between  the  parties; 
and  therefore,  that  unless  the  fuci 
of  fuch  new  tenancy  were  found  by 
the  jury,  an  ejectment  brought  by 
A.,  in  1839,  was  too  late,  inasmuch 
as,  by  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  27,  s.  7,  his  right  of  action  first 
accrued  at  the  expiration  of  one 
year  after  the  commencement  of 
the  original  tenancy  at  will,  i.  e.  in 
the  year  1818;  Doe  d.  Bennett  v. 
Turner,  7  Mee.  &  W.  226.  After- 
wards, however,  held,  on  error  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  this 
entry  amounted  to  a  determination 
of  the  estate  at  will ;  Turner  v. 
Doe  d.  Bennett,  9  Mee.  &  W.  643. 
In  a  later  case,  the  defendant  being 
in  adverse  possession  of  a  hut  and 
piece  of  land,  the  lord  of  the  manor 
entered  in  the  absence  of  the  de- 
fendant, but  in  the  presence  of  his 
family  said  he  took  possession  in 
his  own  right,  and  he  caused  a 
stone  to  be  taken  from  the  hut, 
and  a  portion  of  the  fence  to  be 
removed :  held,  that  these  acts  were 
not  sufficient  to  disturb  the  defend- 
ant's possession  under  the  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  10;  Doe  d.  Huker 
v.  Combes,  19  L.  J,  C.  P.  306.  It 
should  seem  that  the  safer  ground 
on  which  to  support  the  ruling  in 
the  principal  case  is,  that  there  was 
no  tenancy  in  the  plaintiff,  but 
merely  an  occupation  as  bailiflf  for 
the  owner  Cox,  looking  after  the 
land  for  him  and  on  his  behalf. 
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M.  C/iamlers,  for  tlie  defendant,  contended,  that  in 
reality  the  plaintiff  had  never  been  in  legal  possession  at 
oil,  although  he  had  by  {jermi&sion  had  the  use  and  occu- 
pation, his  possession  being  in  fact  as  bailiff  or  agent  for 
Cox,  to  *'  look  after  the  land  for  him,"  and  keep  it  from 
trespassers,  so  that  the  legal  possession  had  been  always 
in  Cox.  And  that  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  ever  been  in 
possession  as  tenant,  his  tenancy  had  been  determined 
within  the  twenty  years. 

Erle,  C.  J. — It  may  be  taken  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 
beneficial  occupation  for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  if 
that  will  give  him  a  title,  I  will  give  him  leave  to  move. 
But,  in  my  judgment,  every  time  Cox  put  his  foot  on  the 
land  it  was  so  far  in  his  possession,  that  the  statute  would 
begin  to  run  from  the  time  when  he  was  last  upon  it. 
The  question  then  for  the  jury  will  be,  whether  they  be- 
lieve the  evidence  of  Cox,  that  he  gave  the  plaintiff  leave 
to  use  the  land  on  account  of  his  taking  care  of  it,  and 
that  he  often  went  upon  the  land  and  gave  directions  as  to 
cutting  trees,  &c.  If  so,  they  ought  to  find  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  jury  said  they  believed  the  evidence  of  Cox,  and 
accordingly,  on  the  above  direction,  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (a). 

(ft)  Bovill  moved  in  C.  P.,  in  E.  T.,  but  look  nothing. 


Lent  disiizet. 


SPANTON  V.  HINVES. 

The  doctrine  JlJECLARATION  on  an  indenture  of  demise,  by  which 
apparent  ease-  ^^^  defendant  and  one  Elizabeth  Taylor  demised  to  the 
toTn  wavr^*^^  plaintiff  a  piece  of  ground,  situate  on  or  near  the  line  of 
marked  on  a      the  Blue  Anchor  Road,  together  with  free  right  and  way 

f)lan  shown  by  a  a  j 

essor  to  lessee 

before  the  execution  of  the  lease,  and  also  applied  to  a  plan  shown  by  cestui  que  truit  of 
lessor  in  his  presence ;  and  this  held  sufficient  prima  facie  proof  of  possession  by  Aim,  so  as 
to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  plan,  after  notice  to  him  to  produce  it,  he  being  defendant 
in  the  action. 


Spanton 

V. 
IIlNVES. 


HOME  CIRCUIT.  53 

over  and  along  the  said  road,  and  all  roads  or  paths  on         18G2. 
the  estate  of  the  lessor,   with  all   ways,  easements,  &e. 
thereunto  belonging  or  appertaining.     Covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment. 

Averment:  that  afterwards  the  defendant  demised  to 
one  Burgess  other  land,  parcel  of  the  said  estate,  for 
building  purposes,  without  any  reservation  of  ways  or 
roads,  and  with  an  indemnity  to  him  against  all  actions  in 
respect  of  such  land.  Breach  :  that  Burgess,  by  virtue 
thereof,  entered  and  built  on  the  land  demised  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  so  doing  obstructed  and  stopped  certain 
of  the  roads  and  ways  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant,  viz.  Elizabeth  Place,  &c.,  and  thereby  the 
plaintifi  's  property  was  deteriorated  in  value,  &c. 

Second  count,  for  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a 
piece  of  land,  and  was  entitled  to  a  right  of  way  therefrom 
over  a  certain  close  to  a  public  highway,  but  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  obstructed  it. 

Pleas:  1.  Non  est  factum, 

2.  That  the  said  road  or  way  was  not  demised  as 
alleged,  and  did  not  form  part  of  the  said  demised  pre- 
mises. 

3.  Denying  the  breach. 

4.  To  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  entitled  to  a  right  of 
way  as  alleged. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  and  Pearce  for  the  plaintiff. 

M.  Chambers  and  Honyman  for  the  defendant. 

The  premises  demised  both  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  Bur- 
gess formed  part  of  land  which  had  been  purchased  with 
money  of  Elizabeth  Taylor,  wife  of  one  Daniel  Taylor, 
and  which,  in  1851,  was  settled  on  her,  the  defendant 
l)eing  appointed  trustee  for  her  use;  but  her  husband, 
Daniel  Taylor,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  acted  for  him 
in  the  management  of  the  estate.     The  land  had,  up  to 
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1862.  ^'^®  ^'"^®  ^^  ^^®  purchase,  been  garden  ground,  with  nothing 
built  upon  it.  But  afterwards  it  was  laid  out  for  building 
purposes,  and  in  1852  a  plan  was  made,  with  streets  and 
roads  marked  out  upon  it.  In  1852  there  was  a  building 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  under 
which  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  built  fourteen  houses  in 
Elizabeth  Place,  one  of  the  streets  so  marked  out,  Blue 
Anchor  Road  being  another.  In  1854  the  agreement  was 
cancelled,  and  the  demise  was  made  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  demising,  and  the  cestui  que  trusty  Elizabeth 
Taylor,  joining  in  the  demise  by  way  of  confirmation. 
This  demise  was  of  a  piece  of  ground  on  or  near  the  line  of 
the  Blue  Anchor  Road,  &c.,  on  the  west  side  of  a  new 
road  or  way  called,  or  to  be  called,  Elizabeth  Place,  &c., 
and  abutting  on  a  new  road  or  way  called  Blue  Anchor 
AvenuCy  and  together  with  the  free  right  of  way  over  and 
along  the  said  road  or  avenue,  and  all  roads  and  paths  on 
the  said  estate,  to  pass  and  repass  from  the  ground  hereby 
demised,  and  also  all  other  ways,  paths,  passages,  ease- 
ments and  liberties  to  the  said  demised  premises  apper- 
taining or  belonging.  There  was  a  covenant  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  build  fourteen  houses  in  what  was  called  Elizabeth 
Place;  and  the  plaintiff  built  houses,  pursuant  to  his 
covenant,  in  **  Elizabeth  Place,"  at  which  time  there  were 
skeletons  of  houses  opposite  thereto,  built  by  another 
lessee.  In  1856  the  defendant  demised  to  Burgess  certain 
land,  part  of  Elizabeth  Place,  who  thereupon  built  on  the 
land  so  demised  to  him,  so  as  to  cut  that  street  short, 
obstruct  the  passage  through  it,  and  convert  it  into  a  cul 
de  sac.  The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  part 
of  Elizabeth  Place  so  cut  off  was  a  "  way,'*  to  which  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  under  his  lease. 

There  had  been  notice,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
produce  the  lease  and  agreements,  and  every  plan  for- 
merly in  the  possession  of  Daniel  TayloVy  relating  to  the 
land  in  question,  and  particularly  to  ground  demised  to  the 
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plaintiff  or  to  Burgess,   or   in  any   way  relating  to  the         1862. 
matters  in  issue  in  this  cause. 

The  surveyor,  who,  in  1852,  was  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant and  Taylor  to  survey  the  estate  was  called,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  he  had  prepared  a  plan 
thereof,  in  which  the  roads  and  ways  were  set  out,  which 
he  had  shown  to  the  plaintiff.  He  said  he  had  discussed 
the  matter  with  Daniel  Taylor,  and  seen  the  defendant  at 
Taylor's  house  in  1854  (before  the  demise  to  plaintiff), 
and  the  plan  was  then  on  the  table,  and  referred  to. 

M,  Chambers  objected  to  this,  that  the  demise  must 
speak  for  itself,  but 

Erle,  C.  J. — I  must  rule  in  accordance  with  my  ruling 
yesterday,  in  Britffv.  Cony  hear  e  {a)  y  that  the  evidence  is 
admissible  to  apply  the  written  document,  and  show  what 
it  refers  to.  The  demise  is  of  all  roads  and  ways,  &c., 
and  I  must  hear  evidence  to  show  what  they  were,  i.  e. 
what  ways  were  pointed  out  to  the  tenant. 

The  surveyor  went  on  to  state  that  on  the  occasion  when 
the  lease  was  executed  at  Taylor's  house,  the  defendant 
and  Elizabeth  Taylor  being  present  with  the  plaintiff,  the 
plan  was  on  the  table,  and  referred  to. 

Chambers^  after  eliciting  that  Elizabeth  Place  was 
only  just  commenced,  objected  that  the  lessor  was  only 
bound  by  the  state  and  appearance  of  the  property  as  it 
then  existed,  not  by  mere  plans  or  proposals ;  but 

Ehle,  C.  J.,  said  he  should  hold  that  all  ways,  roads, 
&c ,  marked  out  on  any  plan  shown  to  the  tenant  before 
he  executed  the  lease  would  be  included  in  the  demise  (i). 

Chambers  then,  having  elicited  that  the  plan  mentioned 
by  the  witness  had  been  destroyed  by  accident,  objected 
to  the  one  produced  (which  was  not  an  exact  copy  of  it, 

(a)    Vide  posi,  p.  56. 

(6)  See  GUivt  v.  Harding,  27  L.  J.,  Exch.  286. 
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1862.         but   in   substance   the  same)  until  it   was  traced    to   the 
possession  of  the  defendant;  but 

Erle,  C.  J.,  said  he  should  hold,  that  as  the  cestui 
que  trust  and  the  trustee,  i.  e.  EUzabeth  Taylor  and  the. 
defendant,  were  in  interest  identified,  it  was  enough  that 
the  possession  of  the  plan  had  been  traced  to  the  former, 
and  notice  to  produce  given  to  the  latter. 

The  plan  which  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the  cestui 
qve  trust  not  being  produced,  and  the  plan  retained  by 
the  witness  having  been  proved  to  be  destroyed,  the 
witness  was  allowed  to  refer  to  a  plan  in  substance  the 
same,  which  was  produced. 

Ultimately,  however,  the  cause  ended  in  a  reference  to 
arbitration. 


BRUFF  r.  CONYBEARE. 

spring  Assizes,  k 

An  agreement  -A-CTION  on  an  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the 

ha^ng  bfen  plaintifF  600/.    The  question  in  the  cause  was  on  what 

entered  into  gy^^t  it  was  tO  be  paid, 

between  two  '^ 

SeZ  which  ^^^^'«  a"^  Needham  for  the  plaintiff. 

•^Chard^Canal  ^'  Chambers,  Lush  and  Brown  for  the  defendant. 

pany/*^nd  by  The  parties  were  railway  engineers,  and  the  plaintiff  had 

which  the  been  engaged  in  a  project  for  a  line  between  Chard  and 

to  pay  the  Taunton,  and  had  plans,  &c.  relating  thereto,  and  likewise 

of  money  in  some  interest  with  landowners  in  the  district.     There  had 

of  h^a^ra^nding  ^^^^  ^  Scheme  to  convert  to  the  purpose  of  such  a  line  the 

over  the  plans  Chard   Canal,  and  a  "  Chard  Canal  Railway  Company" 

relating  to  the  '                                    .                                -     -m      •  / 

canal  scheme,  had  been  formed  by  the  exertions  of  the  plamtiff,  with  a 

be^p?id"on  the  view  to  carry  it  out.     The  defendant  desired  to  promote 

passing  of  the  guch  a  line,  and  on  the  28th  of  May,  1860,  the  parties 

act ;  evidence  '                                                          j  '              '             r 
was  admitted 

to  showi  by  the  prior  conversation  between  the  parties,  whether  the  agreement  related  only 
to  the  canal  scheme  (which  proved  abortive)  or  to  any  act  for  a  Chard  railway. 
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met,  and  the  defendant  signed  a  memorandum  in  these        1862. 
terms,  beaded  '*  The  Chard  Canal  Railway  Company  :" — 

**  In  consideration  of  your  transferring  all  the  interest 
you  may  have  in  this  company,  and  handing  to  me  the 
plans  and  documents  in  your  possession  in  connection 
therewith,  I  undertake  to  pay  you  600/.,  provided  my 
friends  succeed  in  carrying  out  the  undertaking;  to  be 
paid  thus, — 300/.  on  the  first  portion  of  the  land  being 
required  by  the  company,  and  the  balance  out  of  the 
money  received  by  me  on  the  construclion  of  the  line,  &c." 

A  discussion  ensued,  which  resulted  in  the  defendant's 
writing  on  the  above  an  additional  memorandum,  to  the 
following  effect : — 

"  It  is  understood  that  the  600/.  herein  referred  to  shall 
become  payable  on  the  obtaining  of  the  act ;  one  moiety 
in  six  months,  the  residue  in  three  instalments.  The  mea- 
sure is  to  be  bond  fide  prosecuted,  and  the  furnishing  of 
the  documents  is  an  honourable  understanding,  &c.'' 

And  it  was  mainly  on  the  effect  of  this  indorsement  that 
the  question  in  the  cause  was  found  to  turn. 

Upon  the  agreement  being  entered  into,  the  plaintiff  at 
once  handed  over  to  the  defendant  the  plans  referred  to, 
and  which  only  related  to  the  canal  scheme. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1860,  it  was  found  that  (owing  to 
the  difficulties  raised  by  the  demands  of  the  canal  mort- 
gagees) the  canal  railway  scheme  could  not  be  carried  out, 
and  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  to  that  effect. 

On  the  i4th  of  June  the  parties  had  an  interview,  at 
which  (as  the  plaintiff  stated)  the  plaintiff  showed  the 
defendant  an  Ordnance  map  of  the  country,  on  which  he 
had  sketched  out  another  line,  avoiding  the  canal,  which 
the  defendant  copied.  Eventually  the  Bristol  and  Exeter 
got  an  act  for  a  scheme  comprising  a  Chard  and  Taunton 
line,  founded,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  on  the  line  so  sug- 
gested by  him.  In  carrying  this  act  both  the  parties  co- 
operated, and  the  defendant  formed  a  new  company  to 
promote  it  in  the  locality.     On  the  carrying  of  the  act  the 
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plaintiff  claimed  the  600/.  as  due  under  the  agreement, 
and  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  it,  on  the  ground  that  it 
related  only  to  the  canal  scheme,  which  had  been  aban- 
doned, whereas  the  plaintiff  contended  that  it  related  to 
any  act  for  a  Chard  line. 

Dovill  called  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  state  of  the  facts, 
and  the  discussion  between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
agreement,  especially  between  the  writing  of  the  original 
memorandum  and  of  the  indorsement,  in  order  to  explain 
the  latter,  and  show  what  act  it  referred  to, 

M,  Chambers  objected,  that  the  written  memorandum, 
as  ultimately  agreed  to,  must  speak  for  itself,  and  that  no 
oral  evidence  of  a  previous  discussion  was  admissible  to 
explain  it. 

Erle,  C.  J. — The  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  to 
what  act  the  agreement  refers,  and  to  what  it  relates,  so 
as  to  enable  me  to  apply  it.  The  question  in  the  cause  is, 
whether  it  refers  to  the  canal  act  or  any  Chard  Railway 
act.  So  far  as  the  memorandum  is  concerned,  I  think  it 
relates  only  to  the  canal. 

The  plaintiff  was  accordingly  called,  and  gave  such 
evidence.  He  was  not  asked  as  to  the  copying  his  line  on 
the  4th  of  June. 

The  defendant  was  afterwards  called,  and  gave  his 
version  of  the  conversation  previous  to  the  additional  me- 
morandum, his  account  of  it  being  that  it  was  added 
merely  to  show  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid  when  the 
Chard  Canal  Railway  act  was  passed. 

Bovill  cross-examined  him  as  to  whether  at  the  inter- 
view of  the  4th  of  June  he  had  not  been  shown  by  the 
plaintiff  the  line  to  be  taken,  and  was  allowed  to  recal  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  had  done  so,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant had  copied  the  line. 

Eventually  the  case  ended  in  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(<i)  Set  aside  in  C.  P.  (T.  T.),  but  on  another  point. 
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1862. 
Coram  Wightman^  J.  v^N^>i/ 

WESTBROOK  r.  KERRICK. 

—^  Spring  Ostites, 

XRESPASS  for  entering  the  plaintiff's  house  and  seizing  In  trespaM,  by 

,  .  J  a  person  who 

his  goods.  has  been  let 

Pleas  :  not  possessed,  and  leave  and  licence.     Issue.        of  prem?^***" 

01        s     .  "fk.i  r        1         1    •      -/f  under  some 

bnee,  berjt.,  and  Rtbton  for  the  plaintiff.  a^o-eement 

which  has  not 

M.  Chambers  and  Garth  for  the  defendant.  ^^^J'  «ff*ct, 

against  the 

The  defendant  had  carried  on  a  business  as  a  brick  and  hhnTn.Tt  wilV 
tile  maker,  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  his  foreman,  and  \^^l  **»«  J"»7 

'  •  ^  whether  he  was 

of  which  he  desired  to  dispose.     An  arrangement  had  ac-  in  possession  as 
cordingly  been  entered  into  between  them  at  Michaelmas,  wise  than 
1861,  for  a  transfer  of  the  business  to  the  plaintiff,  although  ^n^^hethS* 

it  was  admitted  that  no  legal  transfer  had  been  executed.  «o»  the  de- 
rm /•    1       1    /•      1  fendant  did  not 
The  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was,  that  there  had  re-enter  with 

only  been  an  arrangement  with  a  view  to  a  partnership,  *'*"'®" 
and  that  this  was  inchoate  and  incomplete,  and  conditional 
on  the  plaintiff's  finding  a  partner,  which  he  was  not  able 
to  do.  In  point  of  fact,  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  possession 
from  Michaelmas  to  February,  carrying  on  the  business. 
It  was  part  of  the  agreement  that  the  rent  should  be  at  a 
certain  rate  half-yearly.  Advances  were  made  from  time 
to  time  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  period  be- 
tween Michaelmas  and  Christmas,  and  it  was  admitted 
that  the  plaintiff  was  then  indebted  to  the  defendant  for 
money  so  advanced.  It  then  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
was  unable  to  carry  on  the  business,  the  defendant  declining 
further  advances  to  him.  Some  correspondence  ensued 
between  them  as  to  the  plaintiff's  giving  up  the  premises, 
and  the  defendant  afterwards  wrote  in  these  terms  to  the 
plaintiff: — "  I  presume  you  want  to  give  up  the  brick-yard 
you  have  hired  of  me,  but  you  must  give  me  legal  notice." 
This  was  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff*,  as  showing  that  he 
was  recognized  by  the  defendant  as  his  tenant,  and  by  the 
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1862.  defendant  as  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had  assented  to  his 
re-entry.  The  plaintiff  professed  himself  ready  to  give  up 
the  premises  if  the  accounts  between  theoi  were  settled,  a 
portion  of  the  then  existing  stock  having  been  supplied  to 
himself.  The  plaintiff,  however,  did  not  give  up,  and  at 
two  o'clock  on  ihe  morning  of  Sunday,  the  2nd  of  Febru- 
ary, removed  certain  furniture.  This  came  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  defendant,  and  on  the  next  day,  the  3rd  of 
February  last  (before  any  rent  had  become  due),  the  de- 
fendant went  and  entered  by  force,  and  retook  possession 
of  the  premises,  with  all  that  was  thereon.  It  was  con- 
tended, on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  was  perfectly 
lawful,  and  that  he  only  re-entered  upon  his  own,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  the  plaintiff,  in  effect,  had  agreed  to  it.  On  the 
other  side  it  was  contended  that  the  supposed  consent  was 
conditional  on  a  settlement  of  the  accounts,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  in  lawful  possession  (a). 
At  the  close  of  the  case, 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  continued  possession 
of  the  plaintiff  is  ambiguous,  as  he  had  previously  been  in 
possession  as  foreman.  The  questions  for  the  jury  are 
three:—!.  Was  the  plaintiff  in  possession,  on  the  3rd  of 
February,  as  tenant,  or  as  servant  to  the  defendant  (a)  ? 
2.  Was  he  in  possession  of  the  vans,  horses  and  other 
things  as  purchaser  and  owner,  or  as  servant  to  the  de- 
fendant and  for  him?  3.  If  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession 
as  tenant,  did  the  defendant  re-enter  and  re-take  possession 
of  the  premises  and  goods,  with  the  assent  of  the  plain- 
tiff(&). 

(a)   Vide  Allen  v.  England ^  ante,  at  the  lime  be  thus  retook  posses- 

p.  49;    While  v.  Bayley,  Vol.  II.,  sion?     Mere  consent  that  at  some 

p.  885.      The   agreement,    behig  time,  or  at  a  future  time,  he  should 

partly  by  parol,  was  for  the  jury ;  do  so,  would  not  sustain  the  plea. 

Furness  v.  Meek,  27  L.  J.,  Exch.  Assuming  a  lawful  possession  by 

34.  the  plaintiff,  as  tenant  only  at  will, 

[1)  That  is,  had  he  that  assent  there  would  be  a  determination  of 
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The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiflf  was  in  possession  as 
tenant  (a)  and  as  purchaser,  but  (hat  the  defendant  bad, 
with  his  assent,  re-entered  and  re-taken  possession. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (6). 


1862. 


it  by  the  owner's  advene  entry 
(Doed.  Bennett V,  Turner,  9  M.  & 
W.  643) ;  and  if  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  agreement  amounted  to  a 
present  demise  per  se,  as  it  might 
have  done  (Pinero  v.  Judwn,  6 
Bing.  206),  and  no  rent  had  been 
paid,  there  was  no  tenancy  beyond 
a  tenancy  at  will.  And  while  an 
agreement  for  letting  or  purchase  is 
inchoate,  there  is  no  tenancy  at  alt; 
Winterbotham  v.  Inghantf  14  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  298.  If  tliere  was  no  tenancy 
beyond  a  tenancy  at  will,  or  licence, 
of  course  it  was  revocable  at  will 
(Wood  V.  Leadbmtr,  13  M.  &  W. 
840);  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
there  iroj  a  tenancy,  and  a  licence 
to  re-enter,  it  could  have  been 
equally  revoked  by  the  plaintiffs; 
bat  this  was  not  replied,  nor  could 
it  have  been  proved.  Sed  quare^ 
whether  there  can  be.  a  licence  for 
actual  force  ?     Vide  pott, 

(a)  This  was  probably  against  the 
evidence,  but  it  was  for  the  jury. 

(6)  Quare,  whether  this  finding 


was  according  to  the  evidence.  For, 
on  the  principle  of  the  case,  deciding 
that  leave  and  licence  cannot  be 
pleaded  to  an  assault  (Chrittopher- 
son  v.  Bare,  1 1  Q.  B.  Rep.  473),  a 
jury  might  be  told  that  the  plaintiff 
never  could  have  meant  to  license 
^forcible  entry  (such  as  would  sus- 
tain an  action  under  the  statutes) ; 
and  temble,  that  licence  cannot  be 
sustained  in  any  case  of  actual  force, 
since  no  man  can  license  a  breach 
of  the  peace.  At  all  events,  plain- 
tiff's objecting  to  the  entry  or 
seisure  would  have  been  sufficient 
revocation,  which  did  not,  however, 
appear.  Although,  therefore,  two 
of  the  particular  answers  of  the  jury 
were  contrary  to  the  evidence  and 
the  law,  yet  the  verdict  was  right; 
and  as  it  could  not,  according  to 
the  legal  effect  of  the  evidence, 
have  been  otherwise,  the  Court,  no 
doubt,  would  not  have  disturbed  it. 
Vide  Gibion  v.  Doeif,  27  L.  J., 
Exch.  37. 


VITHERLEY  t;.  THE  REGENT'S   CANAL  COM- 

PANY. 

fj^  Spring  Astizet, 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  by  a  widow  to  recover  compensation,  A  man  having 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  for  pecuniary  injury  sustained  a  8w?ng  bndge 
by  the  death  of  her  husband,  who  had  been  drowned  in  "^^^^f  *'  ^**, 

•'  '  moving,  and 

then  stepped 
back  again  and  so  fell  into  the  water,  and  was  drowned,  it  was  left  to  the  jury  whether  he  had 
not  so  caused,  or  helped  to  cause,  the  result,  that  his  representative  could  not  recover. 
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the  canal  dock.  The  declaration  stated,  in  the  usual  way, 
that  he  fell  in  through  and  by  reason  of  their  negligence  in 
the  management  of  a  swing  bridge. 

Ribton  and  Daly  were  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lushy  Q.  C,  and  C.  Pollock  were  for  the  company. 

The  evidence  of  the  pon  of  the  deceased,  who  had  started 
with  him  on  the  occasion  in  question,  but  left  him  a  little 
before  the  accident,  stated  that  his  way  lay  over  the  bridge, 
and  that  it  had  been  usual  to  have  a  chain  to  protect  it, 
but  which  was  not  up  on  the  night  in  question ;  that  he 
stepped  upon  it  as  it  was  beginning  to  be  swung,  and  in 
stepping  back  again  to  the  bank  slipped  into  the  water. 
There  was  a  bridgekeeper  on  the  spot,  who  was  engaged 
in  helping  a  vessel  through. 

Lush  called  witnesses  for  the  defence,  showing  that  the 
bridge  was  in  the  same  state  as  it  had  been  Tor  forty  years 
past,  and  contended  that  the  accident  had  happened 
through  the  fault  of  the  deceased,  in  getting  on  the  bridge 
while  it  was  in  motion,  and 

Ribton  contended  that  the  company  ought  to  have  had 
a  man  at  the  bridge  to  caution  people  from  coming  on  the 
bridge  while  moving. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said  that  the  question  for  them  to  consider  was,  whether 
the  death  of  the  deceased  was  owing  entirely  to  any  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  company  or  their  servants.  It 
appeared  that  the  deceased  was  in  the  habit  of  passing  the 
bridge,  and  therefore  must  have  known  its  nature  and  its 
incidents.  Before  the  jury  could  find  for  the  plaintiff  they 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  death  had  been  caused  by  a  neg- 
lect, on  the  part  of  the  company,  of  any  proper  care  or 
precaution  on  their  part;  for  if  the  deceased  had  contributed 
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to  the  sad  result  through  his  own  carelessness,  the  plaintiff, 
his  representative,  could  not  recover.  Now,  it  plainly  ap- 
peared in  this  case  that  the  deceased  knew  when  he  came 
to  the  bridge  that  it  was  moving,  and  therefore  was  not  in 
a  fit  state  for  him  to  pass  over  it.  Nor  was  that  all;  for, 
being  on  it,  he  then,  it  being  still  in  motion,  attempted  to 
get  off  it,  and  it  was  in  that  attempt  he  lost  his  life.  It 
was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether,  under  those  circumstances, 
his  death  arose  from  any  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the 
company  to  prevent  his  getting  on  the  bridge,  or  getting 
off  it.  Even  if  they  thought  that  there  was  some  want  of 
care  on  the  part  of  the  company,  yet  if  the  accident  had 
partly  been  caused  by  the  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the 
deceased,  they  ought  to  find  for  the  company.  If,  how- 
ever, it  was  entirely  owing  to  want  of  care  on  the  part  of 
the  company,  let  them  find  for  the  plaintifT. 

The  JU17  consulted  together  for  some  time,  and  seemed 
unable  to  agree.  After  some  time  they  asked  whether,  if 
the  deceased  contributed  in  any  degree  to  the  accident, 
they  were  bound  in  law  to  find  for  the  company? 

The  learned  Judge  said  if  he,  by  his  own  negligence, 
contributed  to  the  misfortune,  so  that  but  for  that  negli- 
gence it  would  not  have  occurred — that  is,  if,  though  there 
were  some  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  company,  the 
misfortune  might  have  been  avoided  and  would  not  have 
occurred  but  for  want  of  reasonable  care  on  his  part— then 
the  company  would  not  be  liable;  in  other  words,  if  the 
misfortune  arose  partly  from  his  own  want  of  care,  tlien 
the  jury  ought  to  find  for  the  company. 

The  jury  then  consulted  again,  but 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiflT,  having  made  a 
remark  as  though  the  learned  Judge  had  said  that  any  de- 
gree of  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  (whether 
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it  had  led  to  the  accident  or  not)  would  entitle  the  com- 
pany to  the  verdict, 

The  jury  again  asked  for  explanation  with  reference  to 
this  observation  of  the  learned  counsel,  but 

The  learned  Judge  said  the  learned  counsel  had  quite 
misunderstood  him,  and  they  were  to  take  the  law  as  ke 
had  laid  it  down.  What  he  had  said  was,  that  if  there  had 
been  such  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  that 
but  for  such  negligence  it  would  not  have  occurred,  the 
company  were  entitled  to  the  verdict,  even  although  there 
had  been  some  want  of  care  on  their  part. 

The  jury  then  withdrew  to  consider  their  verdict,  and 
soon  returned  with  a  verdict  for  the  company,  adding,  how- 
ever, that  they  thought  there  was  not  sufficient  protection 
for  the  public,  and  that  there  ought  to  be  some  barrier  to 
prevent  them  from  passing  on  to  the  bridge  while  it  was 
open. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (a). 

(<i)  Ribton  moved  in  C.  P.,  but  look  nothing. 


(    66    ) 
OXFORD    CIRCUIT. 

Ohucester,  coram  Hill,  J.  1861. 

FRANKLIN  v.  DARKE.  oi^'c^r 

Declaration,  for  work  and  labour  and  materials.       On  a  contract 
Second  count,  on  an  agreement  under  which  the  plain-  do  tort'ac! '^ 

tiff,  for  200/.,  was  to  do  certain  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  cording  ^o 

specifications, 
the  defendants  surveyors.  and  to  charge 

Breach,  that  the  defendants  wrongfully  prevented  him  wUhout^ten 

from  completing:  it.  orders,  the 

•^  "  mere  oral  di- 

Pleas,  to  the  first  count:  never  indebted,  payment  and  rections  of  the 

set-off  employer  to  do 

»«*•  ^"»  some  increased 

4.  To  the  second  count,  a  denial  of  the  breach.  Tfil.?"?^' 

'  be  given  in 

6.  That  the  plaintiff  wilfully  neglected  and  refused  to  evidence  to 

sustain  a  de- 
proceed  with  the  work,  wherefore  the  defendants  deter*  mand  for  extras 

mined  the  agreement.  ot'^^l^Z 

6.  Payment  of  all  monies  due  for  work  ddne  to  the  sa-  of  a  new  con- 
•'  tract 

tisfaction  of  the  surveyors. 

Piffott,  Serjt,  and  W.  H.  Cooke  for  the  plaintiff. 

Huddleston  and  Powell  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  25th  June,  1860,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an 
agreement  in  writing  with  the  defendants,  to  execute  the 
masons  and  bricklayers'  work  described  in  certain  specifi- 
cations, without  delay,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  de- 
fendants or  their  surveyors,  observing  all  the  conditions 
in  the  specification  :  payments  to  be  made  of  such  sums 
as  the  surveyor  may  from  time  to  time,  during  the  progress 
of  the  works,  appoint  in  writing,  provided  that  no  addi- 
tioual  or  extra  works  or  materials,  other  than  mentioned  in 
the  specifications,  shall  be  undertaken  or  used,  or  ordered, 
without  an  order  in  writing  previously  obtained,  under  the 
hands  of  the  surveyors.  The  specification  further  provided, 
that  the  works  should  be  executed  according  to  the  plans, 
&c.,  and  all  further  instructions  to  be  given  by  the  arcAt- 

VOL.  III.  F  F.F. 


Darke. 
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1861.         ted.  in  writing  or  otherwise.     And   the  architect  to  have 

J^'^       the  power  of  preventine  the  contractor's  further  execution 
Franklin  *  '  .° 

of  the  works,  and  causing  the  same  to  be  finished  by  other 
workmen,  deducting  the  cost  from  the  balance  due  under 
the  contract. 

The  plaintiff  commenced  the  works,  and  various  pay- 
ments were  made.  Complaints  were  made  of  delay;  and 
on  the  other  hand,  claims  for  extra  work  alleged  to  have 
been  ordered,  not  in  writing  by  the  architect,  but  by  the 
defendants. 

In  April,  1861,  the  architects  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff 
to  take  the  work  out  of  the  plaintifTs  hands.  Before  then, 
he  had  said  he  considered  the  agreement  cancelled,  and  that 
he  should  charge  by  measure  and  value.  And  after  that, 
when  spoken  to  about  finishing  the  contract,  he  had  said 
he  declined  to  do  so.  The  case  for  the  defendants  was, 
that  there  had  been  undue  delay ;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  paid  all  that  the  architects  appointed,  and  that  it 
would  cost  50Z.  to  finish  the  work. 

The  plaintiff  being  examined,  it  was  proposed  that  he 
should  state  the  parol  orders  given  by  the  defendants  for 
increased  excavations  for  cellars;  but 

Hill,  J.,  refused  to  admit  the  evidence. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Hill,  J.  (to  the  jury). — Was  the  dismissal  justified  by 

the    plaintiff   having   wilfully    refused    to   complete    the 

work  ?     If  so,  he  is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  for  any  loss 

on  the  contract. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  15/.  (a). 

(a)  A  rule  had  been  obtained  in  signed  by  the  architect,  there  not 

tlie  Exchequer,  on  the  part  of  the  being  sufficient  evidence  of  a  new 

plaintiff,  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  contract  to  pay  for  them  as  extras, 

ground  of  misdirection  and  rejec-  See  Gois  v.  Lord  Nugent,  5  B.  & 

tion  of  evidence  as  to   the  extra  Ad.  58 ;  Rcet  v.  Linei,  8  C.  &  P. 

work.   But  in  Easter  Term  the  rule  1 26 ;  Lamprey  v.  BUlericay  Union, 

was  discharged,  the  Court  thinking  3  Exch.  101 ;  Johnson  v.  Weston, 

that  the  orders  for  the  alleged  ex-  Vol.  I ,  p.  693. 
tras  ought  to  have  been  in  writing, 
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1862. 
Oxford^  coram  Channell,  B.  ^'^^/-^^ 

COLLIER   r.    BROWN   the   younger.  Oxfordshire 

A    ^^  Spring  Attizet, 

Action  for  goods  soU  and  delivered.  Where  a  wife 

separate  from 

Plea:  never  indebted.  a  husband  un- 

der an  agree- 
The  particulars  were  for  clothes  supplied  to  the  wife  of  ment  with  his 

the  defendant  from  July  to  November^  I860.  specific  weekly 

The  defendant,  the  son  of  a  farmer,  was  married  to  his  and 'tradesmen 

wife,  a  domestic  servant,  in  August,  1858,  and  from  that  leaving  reco- 

*  '  .  .  vered  above 

time  to  the  date  of  the  supplies  in  question  she  had  no  that  amount  for 

I     ,  board  and lodg- 

new  Clothes.  ing,  held,  in  an 

Shortly  after  the  marriage  the  defendant  left  his  wife,  ^jhlTtradw-" 
and  had  not  since  lived  with  her.    She  went  into  a  situa-  man  for  clothes 

,      ,      ,  .  /.  1        1  supplied  to 

tion,  which  she  had  to  leave,  in  consequence  of  her  becom-  her,  that  the 

ing  with  child  by  him.     In  November,  1859,  she  informed  iiabie,"if  th" 
him  of  this,  and  applied  to  him  for  support,  which  he  clothes  were 

refused.  position  in  so- 

In  April,  1860,  she  was  delivered,  and  had  expended  all  *^*^y*'  uw^e, 

her  savings  in  May,  when  she  applied  to  the  defendant's 

father,  who  entered  into  a  kind  of  agreement  with  her, 

embodied  in  a  letter  to  her  from  his  attornies,  which  ran 

thus : — 

"  Witney,  Oxon,  May  8,  1860. 
<<  To  Maria  Loden,  otherwise  Brown. 

<*  Mftdam, — We  are  authorized  by  Mr.  James  Brown,  the  elder,  of  Coggs, 
to  offer  you  the  following  terms,  on  the  conditions  hereinafter  men- 
tiooed,  viz. : — 

'*  During  the  joint  lives  of  yourself  and  your  child,  to  pay  you  the  sum 
of  1 5s.  per  week,  on  condition,  1st,  That  you  do  not  at  any  time  take  up 
your  residence  within  fifteen  miles  from  Witney  Church. 

"  2nd1y,  That  you  do  not,  either  personally  or  by  letter,  by  agent  or 
otherwise,  apply  to  Mr.  James  Brown,  the  elder  [as  originally  drawn  the 
letter  also  contained  the  words  '  or  James  Brown  the  younger,'  but  these 
words  were  afterwards  erased  by  consent],  on  any  matter  or  pretence 
whatever,  or  by  any  means  seek  or  attempt  to  address,  annoy  or  molest 
them  [*  tbem'  altered  into  '  him']. 

The  young  woman,  in  execution  of  this  agreement,  put 
her  child  out  to  nurse  at  4^.  a  week,  and  went  into  service 

p2 
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1862. 
Collier 

V. 

Brown 
the  Younger. 


near  her  child,  where  she  was  to  receive  12/.  a  year  as 
wages  ;  but  as  only  two  payments  were  made,  and  on  being 
applied  to  the  Messrs.  BuUen  and  Davison  gave  no  answer, 
she  left  her  situation,  and  took  her  child  to  Witney,  and 
applied  to  Mr.  Dale  for  lodgings,  but  he  declined  to  take 
her  in.  She  then  went  to  Mr.  Bliss,  her  former  master, 
who  became  responsible  to  Mr.  Cripps,  of  the  Cross  Keys, 
for  her  board  and  lodging,  where  she  had  remained  ever 
since.  Having  become  quite  destitute  of  clothing,  she 
applied,  in  July,  1860,  to  the  plaintiff,  who  supplied  her 
with  the  articles  for  which  he  now  sued  the  defendant. 

In  September,  1860,  and  on  several  subsequent  occa- 
sions, Cripps  had  sued  the  defendant  in  the  County  Court 
for  her  board  and  lodging,  and  recovered  at  the  rate  of  1/, 
a  week. 

The  bill  contained  the  usual  items  for  the  materials  of  a 
woman's  clothes  and  also  for  the  baby,  the  most  consider- 
able items,  and  those  which  the  defendant's  counsel  most 
disputed,  being  "25  yards  of  Gro'  de  Nap,  4*.  9d.= 
6/.  18*.  9d.;"  "black  silk  mantle,  3/.  10*.;"  "a. parasol, 
14*.  6d. ;"  and  the  "  child's  trimmed  hat,  13*.  6rf."  These, 
however,  it  was  not  said  were  unsuited  to  the  position  of 
the  defendant,  the  son  of  a  respectable  farmer. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case, 

Huddleston  submitted  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  to  show  that  the  wife  had  authority  to  pledge  her 
husband's  credit. 

Channell,  B.,  decided  otherwise,  but  gave  the  defend- 
ant leave  to  move,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 

No  witnesses  were  called  by  the  defendant,  and  the 
defence  relied  upon  was,  that  the  goods  supplied,  par- 
ticularly the  silk  dress,  mantle,  parasol,  and  child's  hat, 
were  not  necessaries,  having  regard  to  the  facts  that  the 
wife  had  admitted  by  her  agreement  that  15«.  a  week  was 
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a  sufficient  allowance,  and  that  1/.  a  week  had  been  paid         1862. 
for  her  board  and  lodging.  n^^^^^^^ 

v/OLLIER 

Channell,  B.,  in  summing  up  the  evidence  to  the  jury,  brown 
told  them  it  was  for  the  plaintiflf,  under  the  circumstances,  the  YouDger. 
to  make  out  that  the  defendant's  wife  had  authority  to 
pledge  his  credit  His  Lordship  particularly  called  the 
attention  of  the  jury  to  the  fact  that  the  I5s.  a  week, 
which  the  father  had  undertaken  to  pay  monthly  in  ad- 
vance, was  only  paid  on  two  occasions,  viz.  May  and  June, 
80  that  in  the  month  of  July,  when  the  plaintiff  began  to 
supply  the  defendant's  wife  with  goods,  she  was  not  in  the 
receipt  of  any  allowance  whatever.  The  question,  then,  for 
the  jury  would  be,  first,  whether  the  plaintiff  supplied  the 
defendant's  wife  with  the  goods  on  the  defendant's  credit ; 
and,  secondly,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  goods 
in  question  were  necessaries  suitable  for  the  wife  of  the 
defendant  to  have,  considering  his  position  in  life.  His 
Lordship  advised  the  jury  to  look  the  bill  over,  and  to  find 
their  verdict  accordingly. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full 
amount  claimed. 

The  learned  Judge,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury,  and  the  written  arrangement  entered  into 
put  an  end  to  the  wife's  authority  to  pledge  her  husband's 
credit  (a). 

(a)  Id  Easter  Term  Huddletton  having  been  paid,  and  the  money 

moved  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  recovered  having  been  for  hoard 

bat  the  Court  refused  a  rule,  the  only, 
money  under  the  agreement  not 
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18U2. 
N^v-^/  Gloucester^  coram  Crompton,  J, 

^P'^^i  POOL  V.  WHITCOMBE. 

Although  the     XHIS  was  an   action   brought  by  a  domestic   servant 

jury  may  be  o  ^ 

told  the  law  aa  against  her  late  roaster,  to  recover  damages  for  assaulting 
of  damages  her,  causing  her  boxes  to  be  searched,  and  for  turning  her 
r^afce/Jn  v°*^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  house,  and  causing  her  to  be  placed  in  a  cart 
JiforrM.Vol.il.,  and  removed  some  distance. 

p.  26),  yet 

they  are  bound.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and,  as  to  the 
hifluence  them  assault  and  removing  her  from  the  house,  he  pleaded  a 
U)  give  more      justification,  alleging:  that  she  was  making:  a  noise  in  the 

damages  than     •'  »  o     t>  ^  & 

they  properly     house,  and   he  removed  her,  doing  it  with   no  unneces- 
and  even  in  a    ^^ry  violence.     As  to  the  Carting,  the  defendant  alleged  it 
iUs  clearly  wL  ^^*  ^^"®  ^'^^  ^^^  plaintiff's  leave  and  licence. 
dhHve  da."""'        J'  •/•  Lowell  and  J.  O.  Griffits  for  the  plaintiff. 
iuhi^ntiai  TZ       Huddltstou,  Q.C.,  and  H.  James  for  the  defendant, 
oif^t'no^^at         ^^  appeared  the  plaintiff  had  been  housekeeper  to  the 
the  suggestion   defendant.     On  the  23rd  of  November  last  the  plaintiff 
counsel,  to  give  Complained  of  being  insulted  by  one  of  the  men  employed 
carry'cofts.'^     '^y  ^^^  defendant  in  a  barn,  and  gave  a  month's  notice  to 
leave. 

The  plaintiff  remained  till  the  16th  December,  when 
some  further  difference  arose  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  and  the  latter  told  her  to  leave  at  once^  which 
she  refused  to  do.  He  then  told  her  she  must  go  the  next 
day,  and  offered  her  her  wages ;  she  declined  to  go,  and 
would  not  have  her  wages.  The  defendant  said  she  must 
go  the  next  day,  and  sent  for  a  policeman  to  attend  the  next 
day.  A  policeman  came,  and  upon  his  voice  being  heard 
the  plaintiff  went  upstairs,  to  her  bedroom,  and  lay  on  the 
bed. 

According  to  the  defendant's  case  the  plaintiff  was 
shamming  and  had  been  drinking  brandy,  and  the  doctor 
recommended  her  boxes  to  be  searched  ;  the  keys  were 
accordingly  taken  from  her  pocket,  as  she  was  lying  on  the 
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bed,  and  in  one  of  them  a  medicine  bottle  was  found,        1862. 

which,  it  was  said,  had  contained  brandy.     The  policeman 

then  removed  the  plaintiff  from  the  bed,  and  in  forcing  her 

down  stairs,  she  fell  to  the  bottom,  some  four  or  five  steps. 

The  defendant  insisted  on  her  leaving,  and  as  she  refused, 

the  policeman  forced  her  out.     The  defendant  ordered  his 

pony  carriage  to  be  got  ready,  but  the  doctor  suggested  it 

would  be  unsafe  to  remove  the  plaintiff  in  a  vehicle  so  low. 

A  cart  with  some  straw  in  the  bottom  was  then  brought 

round,  and  the  plaintiff  was  forced  into  it,  and  taken  away, 

she  struggling  all  the  while.     When  she  had  got  a  short 

distance  along  the  road  she  asked  to  get  out,  and  was 

allowed  to  do  so.    She  then  went  to  the  house  of  a  farmer 

who  lived  near  the  defendant,  and  upon  explaining  the 

matter,    she    was    allowed    to   remain    there   during  the 

night      On  the  same  evening   she  asked  to  be  allowed 

to  return,  and  the  next  day  she  received  her  wages  and 

her  clothes  from  the  defendant,  and  on  leaving  they  shook 

hands. 

During  the  progress  of  the  case 

Crompton,  J.,  intimated  that  there  was  no  justification 
for  taking  the  keys  and  searching  the  boxes,  or  for  taking 
the  plaintiff  away  in  the  cart. 

Huddleston  contended,  that  at  the  most  it  was  a  case 
only  for  nominal  damages. 

Powell  contended  for  substantial  damages,  and  sug- 
gested that  the  defendant  would  be  perfectly  content  if  the 
jury  gave  a  verdict  for  less  than  five  guineas,  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  costs. 

Crompton,  J.,  interposed,  and  said  counsel  had  no  right 
to  make  such  a  suggestion,  and  it  would  be  ground  for  a 
new  trial  if  the  jury  acted  upon  it. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  said,  there  was  no 
defence  as  to  the  searching  of  the  boxes  and  the  taking 
away  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  cart ;  but  as  to  the  other  matters. 
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Poole 

9. 

Whitcombe. 


he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  any  excess.  His  Lordship  told  the  jury  that  they 
must  give  their  verdict  without  reference  to  its  effect  upon 
the  costs,  that  they  must  not  make  the  damages  to  any 
amount  in  order  to  carry  costs,  but  must  give  their  verdict 
according  to  the  evidence,  and  not  look  to  the  result  of  the 
verdict  as  it  might  affect  the  question  of  costs. 

The  jury  found  that  there  was  no  excess,  but  found,  as 
to  the  other  matters,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  five 
guineas  damages. 

Crompton,  J.,  said  that,  of  course,  a  motion  would  be 
made  for  a  new  trial. 

Powell  said,  some  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  a  jury 
might  be  told  what  would  carry  costs  (a). 

Crompton,  J. : — But  the  jury  ought  not  to  be  influenced 
by  the  question  of  costs  to  give  more  damages  than  they 
otherwise  would  (6). 


(a)  Wakelin  v,  Morris,  Vol. 
II.,  p.  26. 

(6)  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
granted  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  jury  had  not  really 
exercised  a  judgment  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages,  but,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  Judge,  had 
merely  given  the  amount  they  did 
in  order  to  carry  costs,  and  the 
rule  was  granted  (the  learned  Judge 
being  dissatisfied  with  the  amount 
of  the  damages)  as  for  exceuive 
damages.  The  rule  was  argued  iu 
T.  T.,  and  it  was  now  contended 
that  there  was  no  rule  of  law  pro- 
hibiting counsel  from  telling  the 
jury  iu  his  address  to  them  what 
sum  would  carry  costs,  and  that  in 
principle  the  costs  formed  part  of 
the  damages ;  Wakelin  v.  Morris, 
Vol.  II.,  p.  26.  The  Court,  with- 
out   calling    on    the    defendant's 


counsel  to  support  the  rule,  made 
it  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  and  said 
that,  looking  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  case,  the  da- 
mages were  excessive,  and  from  the 
facts  it  was  apparent  that  the  jury 
found  their  verdict  for  the  amount 
of  fire  gruineas  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  the  plaintiff  her  costs.  It 
was  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  de- 
termine whether  the  plaintiff  should 
have  costs  in  certain  cases,  and  the 
jury  have  no  right  to  interfere 
with  it.  If  a  jury  could  give  costs, 
there  would  be  a  transfer  of  juris- 
diction, and  uncertainty  In  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  that  the  jury  themselves 
were  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not  only  not  a' case  for  vindictive 
damages,  but  not  for  tubstantial 
damages,  for  they  expressly  found 
that  there  was  no  excess,  and  if 
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tbey  had  thought  otherwise,  of 
course  their  verdict  would  have 
been  for  more  than  five  guineas. 
The  Court,  however,  it  is  to  be 
added,  by  no  means  denied  the 
doctrine  of  the  case  cited,  but  the 
rale  was  granted  expressly  on  the 


ground  of  misconduct  on  the  part 
of  the  jury.  Assuming  a  case  to 
be  one  for  vindictive  or  even  sub- 
stantial damages,  it  is  not  at  all 
clear  that  a  jury  ought  not  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  costs.  As  to 
which,  vide  Vol.  II.,  p.  28. 
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Aylesbury f  coram  Martin,  B.  and  a  Special  Jury. 

REGINA  V.  THE  UNITED  KINGDOM  ELECTRIC 
TELEGRAPH  COMPANY  (LIMITED)  (o). 

m  Spring  Assltett 

XHIS  was  an  indictment  preferred  and  found  at  the  last  That  the  public 
Quarter  Sessions  for  this  county,  and  moved  by  certiorari  Jmi^ed  to  the 
into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  charging  the  defendants,  "'^  of  every 

'  .  .  portion  of  an 

in  eleven  different  counts,  with  obstructing  the  highway  in  ordinary  bigh- 
the  parishes  of  Denhara,  Iver,  Chalfont  St.  Peter's,  Bea-  JI?ec/lhe 
consfield,  Wycombe  and  Chepping  Wycombe,  by  erecting  [^"^t' Umau 
telegraph  posts  thereon,  "  to  the  great  damage  and  com-  ^^  *^^i!*\*    • 
mon  nuisance  of  all  the  Queen's  subjects."  a  permanent 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.  pla^^Xn^he 

From  the  opening  statement  of  the  counsel  for  the  pro-  n>ghway,  ren- 

■  o  •  dering  the  way 

secution,  and  the  evidence  given  in  support  of  it,  it  ap-  lesscommo- 

•     t  1  1  .til  dious  than  be- 

peared  that  the  company,  as  then  constituted,  had  no  par-  fore,  and  so 
liamentary  powers  authorizing  them  to  erect  their  posts  on  pubHc  nuf-*°  * 
the  public  highway,  and  that  a  bill  conferring  such  powers  **"«€»  is  a 

fact  for  the 


(a)  Reported  by  A.  K.  Stephenson,  Esq. 


jury. 


Pbotographt  allowed  to  be  used  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  an  obstruction  to  a  highway, 
to  show  the  OAture  of  the  heui  in  quo. 
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on  them  was  at  that  time  under  the  consideration  of  Par- 
Hament. 

Particulars  specifying  the  numbers  and  positions  of  the 
posts  in  each  parish,  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution 
to  be  obstructions  to  the  highway,  had  been  furnished  to 
the  defendants  before  trial.  The  prosecution,  in  support  of 
the  indictment,  called  several  workmen  who  had  been  em- 
ployed to  erect  the  posts,  who  described  the  method  of 
erection,  and  a  surveyor,  whose  evidence  was  to  the  eflFect 
that  a  great  number  of  the  posts  mentioned  in  the  particu- 
lars were  erected  on  the  artificially-formed  footpath  by  the 
side  of  the  metalled  road,  and  that  in  one  instance  at  least 
a  post  had  been  erected  upon  the  metalled  road  itself. 
Photographic  views  of  all  the  posts  complained  of  were 
produced  by  both  sides,  and  referred  to  by  the  Court  and 
jury,  in  explanation  of  the  evidence  on  the  examination 
and  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution. 

On  the  morning  of  the  second  day  of  the  trial,  the  sur- 
veyor who  had  given  evidence  on  the  previous  day  was  re- 
called, and  asked  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution, 
whether  he  had,  since  giving  his  evidence  on  the  previous 
day,  made  an  examination  of  the  ground  in  which  some 
particular  post  was  placed,  and  whether  from  such  exami- 
nation he  could  state  whether  or  not  that  post  had  been 
placed  in  a  footpath  artificially  formed.  The  question  was 
objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants ;  whereupon 

Martin,  6.,  said  that,  having  considered  the  subject, 
he  had  prepared  a  written  statement  of  what  he  believed 
to  be  the  law  as  applicable  to  the  question,  and  that  if  his 
view  were  correct  the  circumstance  of  a  post  having  been 
placed  on  the  artificially-formed  footpath,  or  on  the  waste 
land  beside  the  metalled  road,  was  immaterial,  so  long  as 
it  was  placed  within  the  fences  inclosing  the  highway.  He, 
the  learned  Judge,  was  prepared  to  state  how  he  should 
direct  the  jury.     His  Lordship  then  read  the  following: — 

1.  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  highway,  although  it  may 
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be  of  a  varying  and  unequal  width,  running  between  fences 
00  each  side,  the  right  of  passage  or  way,  primd  facie,  and 
unless  there  be  evidence  to  the  contrary,  extends  to  the 
whole  space  between  the  fences,  and  the  public  are  entitled 
to  the  use  of  the  entire  of  it  as  the  highway,  and  are  not 
confined  to  the  parts  which  may  be  metalled  or  kept  in 
repair  for  the  more  convenient  use  of  carriages  or  foot 
passengers. 

2.  That  a  permanent  obstruction  erected  on  a  high- 
way, and  placed  there  without  lawful  authority,  which 
renders  the  way  less  commodious  than  before  to  the  public, 
is  an  unlawful  act,  and  a  public  nuisance  at  common  law ; 
and  that  if  the  jury  believed  the  defendants  placed,  for  the 
purpose  of  profit  to  themselves,  posts  with  the  object  and 
intention  of  keeping  them  permanently  there,  in  order  to 
make  a  telegraphic  communication  between  distant  places, 
and  did  permanently  keep  them  there,  and  the  posts  were 
of  such  size  and  dimensions  and  solidity  as  to  obstruct  and 
prevent  the  passage  of  carriages  and  horses  or  foot 'pas- 
sengers upon  parts  of  the  highway  where  they  stood,  the 
jury  ought  to  find  the  defendants  guilty  on  this  indictment; 
and  that  the  circumstances  that  the. posts  were  not  placed 
upon  the  hard  or  metalled  part  of  the  highway,  or  upon  a 
footpath  artificially  formed  upon  it,  or  that  the  jury  might 
think  that  sufficient  space  for  the  public  traffic  remained, 
are  immaterial  circumstances  as  regards  the  legal  right, 
and  do  not  affect  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  the  verdict. 

(yMalley  then  stated  that  he  should  wish  to  consult 
with  bis  clients  as  to  the  course  to  be  pursued. 

The  counsel  and  solicitors  for  the  defendants  then  left 
the  Court,  and  on  their  return, 

O'Malley  said  that,  such  being  his  Lordship's  view  of 
the  law,  if  the  jury  were  to  be  so  directed  and  the  question 
80  left  to  them,  it  would  be  useless  for  the  defendants  to 
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hope  for  a  rerdict  on  this  indictment;  that  he  should  there- 
fore abstain  from  calling  the  eridence  with  which  he  was 
prepared,  and  which  would  in  many  respects  completely 
contradict  that  already  giren  by  the  prosecution,  and  that 
he  should  move  the  Court  of  Queen *s  Bench  on  his  Lord- 
ship's ruling,  which,  according  to  decided  cases,  he  believed 
to  be  erroneous. 

His  LoBDsnip  then  briefly  summed  up  the  evidence 
given  by  the  prosecution,  and  directed  the  jury  in  accord- 
ance with  the  view  he  had  already  expressed. 

The  jury  at  once  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
Crown  (fl). 

MillSf  Q.  C,  and  Metcalfe  for  the  Crown. 

aMalley,  Q.C.,  D.  D.  Keane,  Joseph  Chitty  (of  the 
Chancery  Bar,  specially  retained),  Z.  Brown  and  Stephen- 
son  for  the  company. 


(a)  In  T.  T.  O'MalUy  moved 
in  Q.  B.,  but  took  nothing;  the 
Court  upholding  the  ruling  of  the 
learned  Baron;  tee  K,  ▼.  TVnin, 
ante,  p.  22,  the  lame  principle 
upheld :  and  although  it  was  there 
left  to  the  jurtf,  whether  the  ob- 
ttruetion  amounted  to  a  nuisance 
ti^ere  it  was,  it  was  taken  as  matter 
of  law,  that,  if'  an  obstruction,  it 


would  be  a  nuisance,  although 
enough  of  the  road  remained  for  the 
ordinary  use  of  it  And  here  the 
learned  Baron  was  ready  to  leave 
to  the  jury  the  question  as  to  the 
obtlntction,  on  which,  however, 
0*MaUey,  as  the  verdict  must  have 
been  against  him,  did  not  care  to 
have  it,  and  preferred  going  on  the 
point  of  law. 
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Liverpool^  coram  Mellor,  J. 
COX  AND  OTHERS  V.  THE  LONDON  AND  NORTH- 

WESTERN    RAILWAY.  Liverpool 

^  Spring  Attizes, 

XHIS   was   an   action   brought  to   recover  the  sum   of  in  an  action 
55/.  4*.  9rf.  for  damage  alleged  to  have  been  occasioned  to  fw^lnju^'u!*" 
fifteen  casks  of  olive  oil,  the  plaintiffs*  property,  in  con-  j^^^^  by°them 
sequence  of  the  negligent  carriage  of  the  same  by  the  to  have  arisen 
defendants,  from  Real's  Wharf,  London,  to  Liverpool.  the  casks,  it  was 

left  to  the  jury 

Mellish,  Q.C.,  and  Charles  Russell  for  the  plaintiffs.         whether  it 

arose  from 

Overend,  Q.C.,  and  Aspinall,  Q.C.,  for  the  defendants,     ""ch  defects, 

and  whether, 
The  plaintiffs  are  brokers  at  Liverpool,  and  it  appeared  ^^^"I'r*^?*'^* 
that  on  the  13th  of  September,  1861,  they  instructed  their  knew  or  ought 
London  agents,  Messrs.  Thomas  and  Rough,  to  purchase  thereof,  and 
for  them  fifteen  casks  of  olive  oil.     That  firm  accordingly,  jj^entr^fn"^^" 
on  the  14th  of  September,  purchased  the  desired  number,  sending  them 
viz.  fifteen  casks  "  K.K.  olive  oil  ex  Imperial  k  Palermo," 
from  the  importers,  Messrs.  Schuncks  and  Souchay.    The 
oil  was  at  the  time  of  the  sale  in  the  cellar  store  at  BeaKs 
Wharf,   and  had  been  lying  there   since  August,  1860. 
On  the  sale  being  effected,  Messrs.  Millar  and  Formoy, 
coopers,  were  employed  to  examine  the  casks,  with  a  view 
to  seeing  whether  they  were  in  a  fit  state  to  be  forwarded, 
and  if  not,  for  the  purpose  of  doing  what  was  needful  to 
them.     Those  gentlemen  accordingly  examined  the  casks, 
and  one  of  their  firm  (as  also  their  working  cooper)  re- 
ported that  although  the  casks  were  old  casks,  they  were 
sound,  and  were  fit  for  the  journey  as  they  stood,  without 
any  more  re-coopering.     It  was  proved  that  the  casks  had 
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been  twice  or  thrice  re-coopered  while  they  lay  in  the 
cellar ;  and  that  on  the  last  occasion  (about  three  weeks 
before  the  sale)  they  had  been  entirely  stripped,  and  new 
hoops  put  on. 

Other  witnesses  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
who  had  seen  the  loading  of  the  casks  on  the  defendants* 
vans,  and  who  (including  the  London  port  gauger)  spoke 
to  their  being  in  a  fit  state  for  carriage  by  rail.  Only  one 
of  the  fifteen  casks  had  been  objected  to,  to  Messrs.  Thomas 
and  Rough,  and  those  gentlemen  had  at  once  directed  the 
defendants  to  do  what  was  necessary,  and  agreed  to  pay 
the  expense. 

The  difference  between  the  London  gauge  (taken  imme- 
diately before  the  loading)  of  the  contents  of  the  casks  and 
that  taken  at  Liverpool  at  the  company's  station  amounted 
to  about  240  gallons.  The  London  gauge  showed  the 
contents  to  be  2,278  gallons;  that  at  Liverpool  showed 
only  2,038  gallons.  It  was  further  proved  for  the  plaintiffs 
that  the  leakage  from  the  casks  in  question  while  they  lay 
at  BeaFs  Wharf  was  not  more  than  the  usual  average 
leakage  from  oil  casks. 

Overendf  in  opening  the  defendants'  case,  said  he  would 
prove  that  the  company  had  done  all  they  could  as  careful 
carriers  to  insure  the  safe  delivery  of  the  goods.  He 
would  show  that  the  casks  were  old  casks,  and  were 
leaky  when  they  came  to  defendants'  hands,  and  they  had 
suffered  because  of  their  own  unsoundness,  for  which  only 
the  plaintiffs,  and  not  the  defendants,  were  to  blame. 

For  the  defendants  a  host  of  witnesses  were  called,  in- 
cluding every  person  who  had  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  oil  from  the  time  of  its  being  loaded  at  BeaFs  Wharf 
until  the  time  of  its  arrival  at  Liverpool.  Their  evidence 
went  to  show  that  the  casks  were  very  old  and  not  sound  ; 
that  the  hoops  were  not  tight  on  them,  and  they  were 
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leaky  even  when  received.     It  also  went  to  negative  the        1862. 

occurrence  of  any  collision   or  accident  anywhere  along      ^'^^>^^^ 

the  line,  and  to  show  that  due  care  had  been  used  in  the     and  others 

carriage.  The  London 

AND  North 
His  Lordship,  in  summing  up,  said  the  two  main  ques-     Western 

tions  which  he  should  leave  to  the  jury  were,  first,  did     Company. 

the  damage  occur  while  in  the  defendants'  possession  from 

any  inherent  defects  in  the  casks  themselves  ?  and,  second, 

if  there  were  defects  in   the  casks,  had   the   defendants 

knowledge,  or  reasonable  means  of  knowledge,  of  such 

defects ;    and  did  the  damage  arise  from  such  defects  ? 

To  prevent,  perhaps,  the  necessity  of  other  proceedings 

elsewhere,  he  should  ask  their  opinion  on  a  third  point,  in 

the  event  of  their  opinion  on  the  other  two  being  adverse 

to  the  plaintiffs,  viz.  if  the  defendants  had  not  notice  of 

any  defects  in  the  casks  at  the  time  of  loading,  but  had 

such  notice  when  they  arrived  at  the  goods'  station,  were 

they  guilty  of  negligence,  in  fact,  in  forwarding  them  in 

their  then  state  ? 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount 
claimed,  expressing  their  opinion  that  the  damage  did  not 
arise  from  any  inherent  defect  in  the  casks  when  delivered 
to  the  company's  servants;  and  further  expressing  their 
opinion  that  the  company  should  not  have  forwarded  the 
goods  from  their  London  station  in  the  condition  they  were 
found  to  be  in  when  there  (a). 

(a)  Vide  Higginbotham  v.    The      finned  in  error  on  bill  of  excep- 
LMdoH  and  North  Western  Rail-      tions,  T.  T.  1862. 
way  Company,  Vol.  II.,  p.  796,  con- 
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Netccasile,  coram  Mellor,  J. 

Northumber- 
land JARDINE  AND  OTHERS  V.  LEATHLEY. 

Spring  Astizes.    ^_. 

In  an  action  on   JLHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  ship 

a  marine  policy   ^.  •  i         i    r      i  i  •  /• 

for  a  construe-    Olenmanna  against  the  derendant,  an  underwriter,  for  a 
arising  froma    ^^^'  Constructive  loss  of  the  ship,  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 

leak:— /feW,     ance  dated   the  7th  of  July,  1868,  whereby  the  ship  was 
that  It  was  for     .  J'  '  J  r 

the  jury  whe-     insured  "at  and  from  Bombay  to  any  port  of  discharge  in 

Irow  frirthc    the  United  Kingdom." 

selworl"^  "*""        '^'^^®'  denying  the  loss  as  alleged. 

before  the 

voyage,  either        James,  Q.C,  Mellish,  Q.C.,  and  T.  Jones  for  the  plain- 

from  any  in-  .-/r 

jury  arising  ""»• 

berore  the 

insurance,  or  Brett,  Q.C,  and  Milward  for  the  defendant. 

wear  and  tear,        From  the  evidence  of  the  master  of  the  ship,  Captain 

arosefrom  the    '^ogcrs,  it  seemed   that  the   ship  Glenmanna,  Canadian 

perils  of  the       built,  of  995  tons  burden,  sailed  from  Bombay  in  Decem- 

seas  in  the  '' 

course  of  the      ber,  1868,  after  remaining  there  about  seven  months.    She 

and^whether^  '  ^^^  Surveyed  at  Bombay,  and  pronounced  perfectly  sound 
the  ship  was      ^^j  seaworthy.     The  heat  of  the  weather,  however,  had 

abandoned  in  -^  '  ' 

the  exercise  of  contracted  her  timbers.     Soon  after  leaving  Bombay  she 
an  honest  and  •  *  ^  i  i 

reasonable  dis-  encountered  heavy  weather.    After  a  heavy  sea  she  sprung 

cretion.  ^^^  mainmast,  and  when  nearing  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope 

she  made  a  good  deal  of  water.  Soon  afterwards  she 
sprung  ti  serious  leak.  Every  effort  was  made  to  discover 
where  the  leak  was,  but  without  success,  and  a  part  of  the 
cargo  had  to  be  thrown  overboard.  Witness  then  made  for 
Trinidad,  in  order  to  have  the  leak  repaired ;  but  learning 
from  another  vessel  that  there  was  a  slip  at  St.  Thomas*s, 
he  made  for  that  place,  and  arrived  there  on  the  31st  of 
March,  the  water  then  making  three  feet  an  hour.  Nu- 
merous sui-veys  were  made  of  the  ship,  the  last  being  on 
the  llth  of  May,  when  it  was  ascertained  that  the  expense 
of  repairing  the  ship  and  putting  her  into  a  seaworthy 
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condition  would  come  to  more  than  the  total  value  or  the 
ship,  and  they  recommended  accordingly  that  she  should 
be  sold  by  public  auction.  She  was  accordingly  soldi  and 
produced  2,950  dollars. 

Mr.  Joseph  Cunard  said,  that  he  valued  the  ship  at 
3/.  \0$.  a  ton,  which  would  make  her  total  value  3,479/. 

The  evidence  of  the  surveyors  who  surveyed  the  ship 
at  St.  Thomas's,  and  likewise  that  of  the  British  consul 
there,  which  had  been  taken  on  commission,  was  read. 

The  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the  damage  which 
the  ship  had  suffered  did  not  arise  from  any  of  the  perils 
insured  against;  that  on  her  outward  voyage,  before  the 
policy  was  effected,  she  ran  upon  her  anchor  off  the  Downs, 
and  in  all  probability  by  so  doing  removed  some  of  the 
copper  sheathing  from  the  bottom  of  the  vessel ;  that  sub- 
sequently, at  Bombay,  the  worms  got  to  this  unprotected 
part  of  the  ship's  bottom ;  that,  consequently^  when  she 
left  Bombay,  she  was  in  an  unseaworthy  condition,  and  that 
the  leak,  which  was  the  cause  of  all  the  ship's  disasters, 
took  its  origin  from  that  cause,  and  not  from  any  perils  of 
the  sea.  It  was  also  contended,  that  no  proper  notice  of 
abandonment  had  been  given  to  the  underwriters. 


18^2. 


Jardinb 
and  Others 

Lbatblbt. 


His  Lordship,  in  summing  up,  left  three  questions  to 
the  jury : — 

1.  Was  the  leak,  in  their  opinion,  caused  by  the  ship 
being  unseaworthy  at  the  time  she  left  Bombay,  in  con- 
sequence of  what  occurred  to  her  before  the  policy  was 
effected,  or  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear;  or  was  it  caused 
by  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  the  waves  after  she  left 
Bombay  ? 

2.  Did  the  captain,  in  abandoning  the  ship  at  St. 
Thomas's,  exercise  a  reasonable  discretion,  and  act  as  an 
independent  uninsured  owner  would  have  done  ? 

VOL.  III.  Q  F.F. 
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1862.  '  3-  W^s  there,  in  fact,  an  unequivocal  notice  of  abandon- 

^^•^^■^^       ment  given  ? 

and  Others         1*he  jury  answered  all  the  questions  in  their  favour,  and 
Leathlet.     returned  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  See  Lindsay  v.  Leathley,  Vol.  II.,  p.  696. 
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uttering  an 
indorsement  on 
a  cheque  with 
a  yiew  to  get  it 
cashed  by  the ' 
credit  of  the 
name : — Held^ 
to  support  a 
conviction  for 
forgery,  even 
though  the 
cheque  was 
valid. 


Coram  Willes,  J. 

THE  QUEEN  r.  WARDELL. 

JLHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forging  and  uttering, 
well  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged,  an  indorsement  to  a 
cheque  for  4Z.  10*,,  with  intent  to  defraud. 

Knowles  for  the  prosecution. 

Campbell  Foster  for  the  prisoner. 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been  an  attorney,  and 
being,  from  the  failure  of  a  partnership,  in  want  of  money, 
he  had  gone  to  Chatburn,  near  Clitheroe,  near  which  place 
an  old  schoolfellow  of  his,  the  Rev.  Reginald  Remington, 
lived  as  curate  of  Downham.  Having  ascertained  from 
the  innkeeper  at  Chatburn  where  he  liVed,  he  called  upon 
Mr.  Remington,  and,  after  a  long  conversation  about  old 
school  days,  asked  Mr.  Remington  if  he  would  indorse  a 
cheque  for  him,  drawn  by  his  father,  for  4/.  10«.,  and  asked 
him  if  he  knew  any  banker  in  the  neighbourhood.  Mr. 
Remington  refused  to  indorse  the  cheque,  but  said  he  would 
write  a  note  to  prove  his  identity,  as  he  was  a  stranger  in 
the  neighbourhood,  to  his  bankei*s,  the  Craven  Bank,  at 
Clitheroe,  which  would  have  the  same  eflFect.  He  ac- 
cordingly wrote  the  following  note,  and  gave  it  to  the 
prisoner : — 

"  Downham,  Clitheroe,  Nov.  27,  1861. 

"  Sir, — Mr.  George  Wardell,  the  bearer  of  this,  is  the 
son  of  the  Rev.  C.  C.  Wardell,  of  Winlaton  Rectory,  near 
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Newcastle-on-Tyne ;   being  a  stranger  in  these  parts,  he         1862. 
has  requested  me  to  speak  to  his  identity. 
"  Yours,  &c. 

"  Reginald  Remington." 
This  was  addressed  to  ''  Messrs.  Alcock  and  Son,  Cli- 
theroe  Bank.*'    The  prisoner  took  this  note  and  a  cheque, 
indorsed  '^  Regd.  Remington,"  and  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy : — 

"  Winlaton,  Nov.  26,  1861. 
"  Messrs.  Armeron,  Stable  and  Dees, — Please  pay  to 
Mr.  George  Wardell,  or  my  order,  four  pounds  ten  shil- 
lings. 
"  41.  10«."  "  Charles  Wardell." 

to  the  innkeeper  at  Chatburn,  and  asked  him  to  cash  it, 
but  he  declined.  He  then  took  it  to  the  Craven  Bank, 
and  there  saw  the  clerk,  who  objected  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  not  very  like  Mr.  Remington's,  and  the  prisoner 
produced  Mr.  Remington's  note,  and  in  addition  said  that 
he  saw  Mr.  Remington  sign  his  name  at  the  back  of  the 
cheque.  The  clerk,  on  seeing  Mr.  Remington's  note,  cashed 
the  cheque.  The  indorsement  was  proved  by  Mr.  Reming- 
ton not  to  be  in  his  handwriting.  There  was  no  proof 
that  the  cheque  was  not  a  valid  one;  but  on  its  being 
presented  it  was  returned  dishonoured. 
At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution, 

Campbell  Foster^  for  the  prisoner,  objected  that  there 
was  no  proof  of  any  intention  to  defraud.  The  cheque 
must  be  assumed  to  be  a  valid  cheque,  on  which  the  drawer 
was  liable,  and  the  indorsement  of ''  Reginald  Remington" 
was  an  order  simply  to  pay  "  Reginald  Remington"  or 
bearer,  and  the  prisoner  being  the  bearer,  it  was  paid  to  him. 

Willes,  J.,  however,  held  that  the  indorsement,  if  not 
a  forgery,  would  have  rendered  Mr.  Remington  liable  on 
the  cheque,  the  same  as  an  indorsement  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, and  if  the  writing  of  Mr.  Remington's  name  was 

g2 
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1882.        intended  to  obtain  credit  with  the  bankers  it  was  a  forgery 
with  intent  to  defraud. 

Campbell  Foster  then  (to  the  jury)  contended  that  it 
must  be  assumed  that  the  cheque  was  a  good  cheque  in  the 
absence  of  any  proof  to  the  contrary,  and  that  the  pri- 
soner's object  in  calling  on  Mr.  Remington  was,  he  being 
a  stranger  in  the  neighbourhood,  to  obtain  means  to  esta- 
blish his  identity  as  the  person  named  in  the  cheque,  which 
Mr.  Remington's  letter  did  for  him,  and  with  which  the 
bank  would  have  cashed  the  cheque  without  the  indorse- 
ment That  Mr.  Remington's  name  had  been  written  on 
the  cheque  inadvertently,  without  any  intention  to  forge  his 
name  or  to  defraud.  It  was  an  unnecessary  act  to  write 
Mr.  Remington's  name  on  the  back  of  the  cheque,  and 
done  in  carelessness  or  ignorance. 

His  Lordship,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury  whether 
the  prisoner  had  indorsed  Mr.  Remington's  name  with  the 
intention  of  inducing  the  bank  to  cash  the  cheque  for  him, 
and  directing  them  that  this  indorsement  was  the  same  in 
effect  as  if  a  person  holding  a  valid  bill  of  exchange  had 
indorsed  the  name  of ''  Baring"  without  authority  upon  it, 
in  order  the  more  readily  to  get  it  cashed,  directing  them 
that  if  they  thought  the  prisoner  had  done  this  with  this 
intention  it  was  their  duty  to  find  him  guilty ;  if  he  had  no 
such  intention,  to  acquit  him. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty ;  sentence, 
penal  servitude  for  seven  years. 
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1662. 
Judgti  Chambers,  ccram  Cockbum,  C.  J. 

OXENHAM  r.  SMYTHE. 

I  Batter  Term, 

N  ibis  case  (a),  the   third  and  fourth  counts  on  a  re-  When  the 

presentation  of  authority  were  demurred  to,  because  not  Fng  demu?^' 

alleging  that  the  representations  were  false  and  fraudulent.  ^  ^**^  declara- 

and,  pending  the  demurrers,  the  piaintin  earned  the  case  case  down  to 

down  to  trial,  coram  CoCKBURN,  C.  J.  (ft).  tains  aVneral 

▼erdict,  sub- 

CocKBURN,C.  J.,  doubted  whether  or  not  the  case  came  ject  to  leave  to 
within  ColUn  v.  Wright  (c),  and  directed  2l  general  verdict  it  for  the  de!' 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  Se'cSurt"^ 
enter  the  verdict  for  him  (d).     Afterwards  the  Court  of  direcu  the 
Exchequer  held  the  special  counts  bad,  for  not  alleging  entered  for  the 
distinctly  that  the  defendant  falsely  represented  that  he  the*a)unt«  de- 
had  the  authority  of  Collins;  and,  on  the  rule  to  enter  the  SiJTholds'h"^ 
Terdict,  likewise  ordered  it  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  bad  for  want  of 
on  those  counts,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  that  gation,  it  ii  for 
he  bad  made  Kny  false  representation  of  authority,  or  that  |ri^Jhf^au«r 
various  of  the  allegations  in  the  counts  had   not  been  ^®  ■^"l*  ^^c 

pottea  in  ac- 

proved,  as  that  Collins  had   let,  that   Collins  had   dis- cordancewith 
trained,  and  the  like.     But  the  Court  directed  the  verdict  of ^the  Court' 
to  stand  upon  the  count  in  trespass,  as  defendant  had  not  gn^**  ™'*  ^ 
professed  to  let  for  himself,  and  had  no  authority  flrom  diet. 
Collins  either  to  let  or  distrain.     Pending  the  argument, 
however,  the  plaintiff  got  the  associate  to  complete  the 
postea  and  enter  all  the  issues  for  him. 

There  was  then  an  application  at  Chambers  before 
Martin^  B.^  to  alter  this,  which  he  did,  supposing  that  he 
was  doing  so  bg  consent  of  the  parties,  and  he  directed  the 
chief  issues  on  the  special  counts  to  be  entered  for  the  d^ 

(a)  Vide  Vol.  II.,  p.  220.  that  the  defendant  had  the  verdicton 

(b)  Vide  Vol.  1 1.,  p.  222.  the  count  in  tretpastf ;  and  the  ob^ 
(r)  SH.BtB.  8.  terrationi  of  Cocksorii,  C.  J.,  on 
((/)  It]terroneout]yitstediAth#  (hat  eoQtit  wer«  miieoneeived.  Vide 

Nisi  Prioa  Report,  Vol.  II.,  p.  222,      the  report,  Vol.  II.,  p.  222. 
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fendani,  but  afterwards  finding  that  it  had  not  been  by 
consent,  rescinded  his  own  order,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it,  and  that  only  the  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause  could  deal  with  the  postea{a).  The 
parties  now  came  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  to  have 
the  postea  altered  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer. 

Wood  for  the  plaintiflp. 

Garth  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  that  though 
the  counts  had  been  held  had  for  not  alleging  that  the 
representation  was  false,  yet  in  substance,  as  they  stood, 


(a)  Where  the  Court  saw  that, 
unless  a  verdict  for  at  least  tome 
damages  were  entered,  there  must 
be  a  new  trial,  the  application  to 
enter  such  verdict  must  be  to  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause ;  Grout 
V.  Glasier,  1  D.,  N.  S.  58.  So 
again,  where,  indeed,  the  Court  has 
settled  the  principle  on  which  the 
verdict  is  to  be  entered,  and  the 
question  of  number  or  amount 
arises,  which  can  only  be  settled  by 
the  evidence  on  the  Judge's  note; 
Freshney  v.  WelU,  26  L.  J.,  Exch. 
228.  So  as  to  any  mistake  in  the 
pottea,  which  may  be  amended  by 
the  Judge  from  his  notes,  even 
after  error;  Bowers  v.  Nixon,  12 
Q.  B.  Rep.  546.  And  the  Judge's 
direction  as  to  amendment  cannot 
be  questioned  in  the  Court  above ; 
Daintry  v.  Brocklehurst,  3  Exch. 
691.  The  present,  however,  ap- 
peared the  converse  kind  of  case. 
"  When  issues  in  law  and  fact  are 
raised,  the  costs  of  the  several  issues, 
both  in  law  and  fact;  will  follow 
the  finding  or  judgment ;  and  if  the 


party  entitled  to  the  general  costs 
of  the  cause"  [i.  e.  in  this  case  the 
plaintiff]  "  obtain  a  verdict  on  any 
material  issue,  he  will  also  be  en- 
titled to  the  general  costs  of  the 
trial;  but  if  no  material  issue  in 
fact  be  found  for  the  party  other- 
wise entitled  to  the  general  costs  of 
the  cause"  [i.  e.  here,  the  plaintiff  ]t 
**  the  costs  of  the  trial  shall  be  al- 
lowed to  the  opposite  party."  Here, 
however,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  judgment  to  recover  on  the 
whole  record,  and  so  this  rule  could 
not  apply  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ant ;  but,  supposing  that  the  special 
counts  held  bad  had  been  the  only 
counts,  then  the  question  would 
have  arisen,  on  this  rule,  whether 
there  can  be  any  **  material "  issue 
(for  either  party)  on  a  bad  count, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  rule, 
whether,  or  not,  the  general  prin- 
ciple of  law  that  a  pleading  bad  in 
law  must  be  proved  in  omnibus,  as 
to  which  gu^re;  for  a  declaration 
was  held  not  within  the  stat.  Hen«  8, 
as  to  pleadings. 
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they  had  been   proved,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the        1862. 
verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty  (a). 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the 
effect  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was,  that  there  had 
been  no  representation  of  authority,  and  that  as  this  was 
implied  in  the  counts  in  question  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
wrongful  act  alleged,  and  that  therefore  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  the  general  issue,  as  well  as 
on  the  various  allegations  in  the  indictment. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said,  he  must  now  direct  the  postea  to 
be  altered  in  accordance  with  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  on  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  rfe- 
fendant  on  the  special  counts;  but,  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  apply  to  the  Court,  to  vary  or  mould  its  judgment  on 
the  rule^  the  order  should  not  be  yet  drawn  up ;  otherwise. 

Order  as  prayed  (&). 

(a)  Which  put  in  issue  the  wrong-  issue  of  law  or  of  fact  shall  follow 

fill  act  alleged,  i.  e.  the  wrongful  the  finding  or  judgment  on  such 

representation.     See  Mummery  v.  issue"  [which  should  seem  to  mean, 

Paul,  1  C.  B.  316.  the  finding  on  the  issue  of  fact,  or 

{b)  In  EasterTerm,1862,  Cham-  the  judgment  on  the  issue  of  law], 

bers  moved  the  Court  with  that  ob-  '*  and  be  adjudged  to  the  successful 

ject,  but  it  was  ultimately  agreed  party"  [i.  e.  the  party  successful  on 

that  the  matter  should  be  referred  such  issue  or  issues  respectively], 

to  Martin,  B.,  or  Wilde,  B.,  to  *' whatever  may  be  the  result  of  the 

settle  the  po$tea,  by  consent.    By  other  issues."   And  see  Rule  U.  T., 

the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  81,  it  is  1853,  62. 
provided,  that  '*  the  costs  of  any 


Judges*  Chambers,  Queens  Bench,  coram  Mellor,  J. 
FERGUSSON  v.  COOMBE. 

Q  Dee.  186U 

Summons  on   the   part  of  the  defendant  to   inspect  inspection  of 

plaintiff's  books  of  account.     The  action  was  for  repairs  S«)*k8*ff Ic- 


to  a  ship.  <^®""^  allowed, 

'^  the  question 

Plea :  general  issue.  A^^d^^^f:;^^^^^^^^^^ 

Defendant  alleged  that  credit  was  given  to  the  owners,  cisrhid  been 

debited. 
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1801.        and  not  to  defendant  as  captain ;  and  he  wished  to  inspect 
plaintiff's  books,  to  see  who  was  debited  (a). 

Morgan  Howard  For  the  defendant. 

Billing  for  plaintiflf. — ^There  has  been  an  abandoned 
summons  for  interrogatories  in  the  same  matter,  and  it 
cannot  now  be  revived  in  this  form.  We  have  also  had 
notice  to  produce  the  books  on  the  trial,  and  the  case  will 
be  in  the  paper  for  trial  to-morrow. 

His  Lordship  said  the  application  was  late,  but  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  inspection.  The  abandonment  of 
the  summons  for  interrogatories  did  not  deprive  defendant 
of  his  right  to  inspect,  but  was  evidence  only  of  laches. 
The  order  would  be  that  plaintiff  undertake  to  produce 
the  books  in  Court,  if  the  cause  be  tried  to-morrow  ;  if  the 
cause  be  not  tried  to-morrow,  defendant  to  have  inspection 

of  the  books  in  the  afternoon. 

Order  accordingly. 

(a)  Vidn  ScoU  r.  Wmlk€r,2  £.  L.  J.,  Ex.  359;  and  Chtirltw  v. 
&  B.  555  ;   Wright  v.  Marrey,  24     Allen,  Vol.  II.,  p.  549. 

Coram  Crompton,  J. 
BRADFORD,  app.,  MANINGHAM,  ebsf. 

Qiuere,  whether  XN  this  case  a  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained,  calling  on 
oHhcC.  L?P.  ^^^  respondents  to  show  cause  why  an  agreement  for  a 
Act,  1854,  ap-   reference  should  not  be  carried  out,  and  why  it  should  not 

phes  to  agree-  '  "^ 

ments  to  sub-    be  made  a  rule  of  Court. 

mit  disputes  to 

a  reference  Campbell  Foster  appeared  to  show  cause  against  the 

aod  to  enforce 

the  award  by       rule,  and 

rule  of  Court, 

and  whether  J,  B,  Maule  in  support  of  it. 

that  section  is 

not  confined  to       It  appeared  that  two  families  of  paupers  having  become 

sqiu  com-  chargeable  to  the  township  of  Maningham,  in  Yorkshire, 
menctd  in  the 

Quperior  Courts  in  which  the  parties  thereto  afterwards  consented  to  a  reference : — Heldt  at 
Judgfs'  Cl^ambers,  by  Crompton,  J.,  after  consulting  Martin,  B.,  that  h«  had  nopowor  to 
make  ap  orde^  under  this  section  in  reference  to  an  agreement  to  refer  to  arbitration  not 
ariiipg  ovlX  of  an  aetioR  or  suit 


Nmf.  1861. 
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whose  settlement  was  believed  to  be  in  the  adjoining  town-  1861. 
ship  of  Bradford,  in  the  same  union,  the  paupers,  on  the  ^^^^^^ 
complaint  of  the  overseers  of  Maningham,  were  respec-  Appeiianu,' 
tively  examined  before  Justices  of  the  Riding,  who  made  Respondenta.' 
sn  order  of  removal  of  the  paupers  to  Bradford,  in  each 
case  adjudging  their  settlement  to  be  in  that  township. 
Against  this  order  of  removal  there  was  an  appeal,  notice 
of  which  was  duly  given,  and  the  appeal  would  have  come 
on  for  trial  in  the  ordinary  course  at  the  Christmas  Ses- 
sions of  1860  for  the  West  Riding.  Usually  Mr.  Hudson, 
solicitor,  acted  for  both  townships,  but  on  the  present 
occasion,  this  dispute  arising  between  them,  he  acted  as 
solicitor  for  the  respondents*  township  alone.  To  save 
the  expense  of  litigating  the  two  appeals,  it  was  agreed 
between  him  and  the  attorney  for  the  appellants,  at  the 
latter  end  of  December,  1860,  to  refer  the  settlement  of 
the  two  pauper  families  to  the  arbitration  of  Mr.  Barr,  of 
I^ieeds,  the  submission  providing  that  the  arbitrator  should 
make  his  award  on  or  before  the  1st  of  April  then  next, 
with  power,  by  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  to 
further  extend  the  time  for  making  the  award,  such  con- 
sent to  be  indorsed  on  the  agreement,  and  signed  by  the 
parties.  No  award  was  made  before  the  1st  of  April,  and 
the  time  for  making  it  was  not  further  extended.  In  July 
Mr.  Hudson  died,  and  another  attorney,  Mr.  Darlington, 
having  been  appointed  to  the  respondents'  township,  he 
advised  that  the  agreement  for  a  reference  never  having 
been  acted  upon  had  become  futile,  and  gave  notice  to  the 
appellants  that  the  paupers  would  be  removed  to  their 
parish  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  removal.  The  affidavit 
on  which  the  order  nisi  was  obtained  set  forth,  that  Mr. 
Hudson,  in  his  lifetime,  had  agreed  to  further  extend  the 
time  for  the  award  beyond  the  1st  of  April,  and  that  his 
illness  and  death  had  interfered  with  carrying  out  this 
arrangement.  The  order  was  obtained  under  the  17th 
section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  which 
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1861.  enacts,  that  ''every  agreement  or  submission  to  arbitration 
Bradford  ^^  consent,  whether  by  deed  or  instrument  in  writing  not 
Appellants,    under  seal,  may  be  made  a  rule  of  any  one  of  the  Superior 

MaNINGHAM,      ^  _  T^         .  mir  •  1  1-  • 

Respondents.  (>ourts  of  Law  or  Equity  at  Westminster  on  the  apphcation 
of  any  party  thereto,  unless  such  agreement  or  submission 
contain  words  purporting  that  the  parties  intend  that  it 
should  not  be  made  a  rule  of  Court." 

Campbell  Foster  now  contended,  first,  that  in  such  a 
case  as  the  present  a  Judge  had  no  power  to  make  the 
order.  The  statute  contemplated  actions  or  suits  com- 
menced in  the  Superior  Courts,  and  the  prior  sections  all 
had  reference  to  suits  commenced  in  the  Superior  Courts 
and  to  arbitrations  after  the  issuing  of  a  writ.  The  old 
statute  of  Will.  III.  (a)  gave  no  such  power,  as  the  agree- 
ment contained  no  words  purporting  that  the  parties  in- 
tended that  it  should  be  made  a  rule  of  Court. 

J.  B,  Maule  contended  that  the  17th  section  gave  his 
Lordship  power  to  make  the  order. 

Crompton,  J.,  said  he  would  consult  Mr.  Baron  Martin, 
who  was  then  at  Chambers,  as  to  whether  a  case  like  the 
present  was  within  the  statute,  and  whether  he  had  power 
to  make  the  order.  The  words  of  the  17th  section  seemed 
large  enough.  On  his  return,  he  said  Mr.  Baron  Martin 
thought  such  a  case  as  the  present  had  not  been  contem- 
plated in  the  framing  of  the  statute.  He  himself  had  great 
doubt  whether  he  had  the  power  to  make  the  order,  and 
whether  the  statute  applied ;  and  on  the  whole  he  should 
make  no  order,  without  prejudice  to  any  other  step  the 
appellants  might  choose  to  make. 

The  order  was  therefore  discharged, 
(fl)  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  15,  8.  1. 


JUDGES*  CHAMBERS.  9I 

1861. 

TAYLOR   V.   SMITH.  Mickaelmas 

rj  Term, 

SUMMONS  to  show  cause  why  the  declaration  should  Where  a  plain- 
not  be  reformed,  by  stating  the  covenant  sued  on  cor-  cwatracrac- 

rectly  (a).  cording  to  h» 

"  congtruction  of 

Beresfard  for  the  plaintiff.  ^*'  ??1'??*? 

J  r  on  It  that  it  is 

Aspland  for  the  defendant.  ^Z^^'^n  not 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  by  deed  cove-  ^^"r^hiJ'*"  ^ 
nanted  with  the  defendant,  inter  alia,  to  go  to  Bombay  in  ***?*"^u*?f  */ 
the  course  of  the  year  1856,  to  establish  a  certain  agency  P.  Act,  1852, 
there,  and,  at  the  defendant's  request,  certain  other  agencies 
also,  and  to  continue  to  act  in  the  management  of  one  of 
such   agencies   for  a  certain  time  in  the  deed  specified. 
And  that  by  the  deed  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the 
plaintiff,  inter  alia,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  during  such 
time  as  he  should  continue  to  act  in  the  management  of 
any  one  of  the  said  agencies  in  India,  certain  salaries  and 
remunerations  in  the  deed  specified. 

Averment :  that  he  did  go  to  Bombay  and  establish 
the  said  agency  there,  according  to  his  said  covenant,  and 
continue  to  act  in  the  management  of  the  said  agency  in 
India  from  the  time  of  his  arrival  in  Bombay,  for  the  time 
in  the  said  deed  specified. 

General  averment  of  conditions  precedent 

Breach :  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  said 
salaries  or  remunerations. 

The  deed  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  declared  was 
dated  in  1851,  and  had  a  covenant  to  go  to  Bombay  and 

(a)  Under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  strike  out  or  amend  such  pleading, 

1852,  s.  52,  "  if  any  pleading  be  and  the  Court  or  Judge  shall  make 

io  framed    as  to  prejudice,   em-  such  order    respecting   the  same 

barraas  or  delay  the  fair  trial  of  (and  also  as  to  the  costs)  as  such 

the  action,  the  opposite  party  may  Court  or  Judge  shall  think  fit 
apply  io  the  Court  or  a  Judge  to 
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1861.  establish  an  agency,  and,  at  request  of  defendant,  within 
ten  years,  establish  such  agency  in  Calcutta  or  Madras. 

Covenant,  that  Taylor  will  continue  to  act  in  the 
management  of  one  of  the  said  agencies  for  ten  years  from 
the  date  of  his  arrival  in  Bombay. 

Covenant  by  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the 
covenants  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  said  Smith  will  [during 
such  time  as  the  said  Taylor  shall  continue  in  India'}^  and 
shall,  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  be 
acting  in  the  management  of  any  of  the  aforescud  agencies^ 
pay  to  him  the  salaries  set  forth,  at  rates  varying  during 
the  ten  years. 

There  was  a  distinct  covenant  as  to  termination  of  the 
agreement  by  notice. 

The  plaintiff  arrived  in  India  on  the  27th  of  June,  1851. 

This  action  was  commenced  in  the  year  1861,  afler  the 
expiration  of  the  ten  years,  and  afler  he  had  left  India. 

[The  part  of  the  covenant  in  brackets  was,  it  will  be 
seen,  omitted  in  the  declaration,  and  there  was  no  aver- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  was  in  India.] 

Asplandy  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  declara- 
tion did  not  set  out  the  covenant  fairly  or  truly,  according 
to  its  legal  effect,  nor  according  to  its  terms,  but  am- 
biguously, so  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  deal  with  it, 
whether  by  demurring  as  to  its  effect,  or  taking  issue  as  to 
its  being  the  true  statement  of  the  contract,  with  reference 
to  the  obligation  to  pay  while  the  plaintiff  was  not  in 
India. 

Beresford^  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted  on  his  right  either 
to  set  oat  the  contract  in  terms,  or  to  state  what  he  deemed 
to  be  its  legal  effect  (a) ;  and  that  if  the  defendant  dis- 
puted this  statement  of  it,  he  could  either  deny  it,  or  set 
out  the  terms  of  the  contract  himself  in  his  plea  (ft). 

(a)  Rohertton  v.  Showier,  13  M.  tract  may  now  he  pleaded,  or  the 
&  W.  609.  whole  set  out  in  the  plea.    See  C. 

(b)  Simi  V.  Edmondt,  23  L.  J.,  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  56. 
C.  P.  229.    Conditions  in  a  con- 
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Cbompton^  J. — As  the  plaintiff  insists  upon  it  that  his  1861. 
construction  of  the  contract  is  the  true  one,  I  cannot 
compel  him  to  alter  his  statement  of  it.  But  his  refusal  to 
alter  it  may  possibly  be  used  at  the  trial  (if  his  construc- 
tion turns  out  to  be  wrong),  to  induce  the  Judge  to  refuse 
to  amend,  on  the  ground  that  what  has  now  taken  place 
shows  that  the  real  question  in  controversy  between  the 
parties  was  whether  the  construction  now  insisted  on  by 
the  plaintiff  was  correct  (a).     However,  I  cannot  interfere, 

therefore. 

No  order. 

(a)    Sed   ^tutre,    ^   inference  C.  P.  241.    The  first  ease  shows 

vould    surely    be   the    very   eon-  that  the  **  real  qnestion"  in  contro- 

trary.  See  WUkin  v.  Reed,  15  C.  B.  versy  means,  before  and  at,  and  in, 

145,  and  Wickem  r.  Steel,  26  L.  J.,  the  suit. 


Coram  Mellar,  J. 

COTTULA  t;.  SOAMES.  1862. 

Summons  to  set  aside  a  plea  as  embarrassing.  j^^  ^^  ^^^^^  / 

Action  by  an  assignee  of  a  patent  for  the  infringement,  «"  assignee,  a 
the  declaration  stating  several  assignments  of  shares  in  the  property  u 
patent^  which  ultimately  were  traced  to  and  averred  to  be  ^^^  pUintiff^is 
vested  in  the  plaintiff.  ^^» "."  ^™- 

*  ^  barrassing" 

Plea :  that  the  said  patent  is  not  vested  in  the  plaintiff,    under  c.  L.  P. 

'^  '^  Act,  1852,  s. 

•7.  Brawn  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  summons  52,  and  will  be 
calling  on  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  plea  should 
not  be  struck  out,  under  sect.  52  of  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852,  as  embarrassing,  and  because  it  would 
not  only  put  in  issue  all  the  assignments  stated  in  the 
declaration,  but  would  also  enable  the  defendant  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  had  since  conveyed  away  his  interest  in 
the  patent  by  mortgage.  He  cited  Tke  Bishop  of  Meath 
V.  The  Marquis  of  Winchester  (a),  and  Bailey  v.  Tennents{b), 
wbere  a  similar  plea  was  set  aside. 

(a)  3  B^  N.  C.  214.  assignee  of  reversion  on  a  lease. 

(6)  Not  reported.      Action  by      Declaration,  stating  the  assignment 
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1862. 


COTTCLA 
SOAMCI. 


Webster,  for  the  defendant,  showed  cause.  This  plea  has 
been  very  commonly  pleaded,  and  sayes  the  necessity  for 
traversing  every  assignment  separately  (a),  and  it  shows 
that  the  patent  is  not  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  so  that  he  has 
no  right  of  action. 

Mellob,  J.  (after  consulting  Crom pton,  J.)- — The  plea 
is  bad,  as  embarrassing,  on  the  grounds  stated  by  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  it  must  be  struck 
out. 

Order  as  prayed. 

to  bim  ID  the  usual  way.  Plea: 
that  the  laid  rereraioD  it  not  vested 
in  the  plaintiff  as  alleged.  Sum- 
nions,  before  Platt,  B.,  to  set  aside 
the  plea  as  embarrassing,  dismissed. 
Rule  to  set  it  aside  argued  before 
Pabke,  B,  Alderson,  B.,  and 
Platt,  B  ,  by  J.  Brown  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  OgU  for  the  defendant 
Judgment  delivered  by  Parke,  B. 
— ^Tbe  plea  is  clearly  vicious,  it 
would  enable  the  defendant  to  set 
up  any  conveyance  of  the  reversion 
by  the  plaintiff,  without  giving  him 
any  notice  of  such  defence.  Rule 
absolute  to  set  the  plea  aside  wUh 


costs  (although  against  the  decision 
of  a  Judge  at  Chambers) ;  for,  per 
Parke,  B^  This  summons  to  set 
aside  the  plea  is  instead  of  a  special 
demurrer,  under  the  old  system,  on 
which  the  plaintiff  would  have  had 
his  costs.  Ex  relatione  J.  Brown, 
(a)  Which,  however,  the  defend- 
ant could  not  be  allowed  to  traverse 
separately — at  least  all  of  them — 
without  showing  some  good  reason 
for  so  doing.  See  Culiy  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Exeter,  5  Bing.  42,  con- 
firmed in  Coolingv.  Great  Northern 
Railway  Company,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
529. 


An  allegation 
on  the  breach 
of  a  contract 
thU  the  de< 
fendant/rotM/tt- 
lenily  omitted 
to  deliver  true 
accounts,  and 
delivered  un- 
true accounts, 
ordered  to  be 
amended,  as 
embarrassing, 
by  omitting  the 
word  **/rtmdm' 
leutlyr 


Coram  Willes,  J. 

GREAT  SHIP  COMPANY  r.  RUSSELL. 

SUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  amend  the 
declaration  as  embarrassing.  The  action  was  on  a  cove- 
nant in  a  contract  to  build  a  steam-ship  for  the  plaintiffs, 
the  covenant  being  to  render  from  time  to  time,  as  the 
work  went  on,  just  and  true  accounts  of  all  materials  em- 
ployed and  labour  bestowed  in  the  construction  of  the  ship 
(for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  sums  of  money  to  be 
paid  from  time  to  time  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant). 
Breach,  that  the  defend^LUi  fraudulently,  and  in  order  to 
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deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiflsy  and  to  get  them  to  pay 
money  which  was  not  due,  rendered  untrue  accounts. 

Watkin  Williams,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the 
summons. — The  declaration  as  it  stands  may  possibly  be 
taken  to  import  an  allegation  that  the  accounts  were  not 
only  untrue,  but  wilfully  so.  The  defendant,  if  he  does  not 
go  down  to  trial  with  evidence  to  meet  that,  may  be  in 
peril;  and  yet,  if  he  does,  he  may  be  told  afterwards  that 
he  did  so  uselessly,  as  the  substance  of  the  cause  of  action 
is  the  rendering  untrue  accounts. 

Horace  Lloyd,  contra. 

WiLLES,  J. — I  think  the  declaration  is  embarrassing  for 
the  reasons  urged,  and  that  it  must  be  amended  by  striking 
out  the  word  fraudulently  (a). 

Order  accordingly, 
(a)  Swinfen  v.  Lord  Chelmsford,  5  H.  &  N.  896. 


1862. 


Great  Ship 
Company 

V. 

Russell. 


Coram  Mellor,  J. 

HISCOCK  V.  HOLLINGS. 

Summons  to  set  aside  Writ  of  summons  as  irregular, 
the  defendant  (sued  as/eme  sole)  being  a  married  woman. 

The  writ,  dated  in  December,  was  specially  indorsed  for 
debt  on  simple  contract,  accruing  in  January,  1861. 

The  a6Bdavit  of  defendant  in  support  of  the  application 
stated  that  she  was  married  in  1855,  and  that  her  husband 
was  in  India,  and  that  she  had  heard  from  him  in  Febru- 
ary, and  had  no  reason  to  doubt  that  he  was  alive  at  the 
time  the  writ  issued. 

There  was  no  affidavit  in  answer. 

The  time  for  appearance  had  not  elapsed. 

Fxnlason,  in  support  of  the  application,  pointed  out  that, 
as  the  cause  of  action  was  simple  contract  accruing  during 
coverture,  the  wife  could  not  even  hejoined^  and  the  action 


Hihry  Term, 

A  writ  of  sum- 
mons sued  out 
against  a  wo- 
man, sued  as 
feme  sole,  spe- 
cially indorsed 
on  simple  con- 
tract, may  be 
set  aside  be- 
fore appear- 
ance, on  an 
affidavit  show- 
ing that  the  de- 
fendant was 
married  when 
the  cause  of 
action  accrued, 
and  that  she 
believed,  and 
had  no  reason 
to  doubt,  that 
her  husband 
was  alive 
(abroad)  when 
the  writ  issued. 
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1862.  would  not  survive  against  her;  so  that  even  if  the  husband 
were  not  alive  when  the  writ  issued,  it  was  enough  that  he 
was  shown  to  be  so  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  The 
coverture  was  not  denied  or  disputed,  nor  was  it  denied 
that  the  husband  was  now  alive;  and  if  so,  the  proceedings 
were  erroneous  and  irregular.  The  only  effect  of  allowing 
the  proceedings  to  continue  would  be,  useless  expense. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  suggested  that  the  defendant 
should  be  put  to  plead  her  coverture;  but 

Mellor,  J. — ^To  what  purpose,  as  it  is  not  denied  ?     It 

can  only  lead  to  useless  expense.   The  writ  clannot  be  even 

amended,  for  the  wife  cannot  be  joined.   While  the  husband 

is  alive,  however,  you  can  never  sue  the  wife  alone.    The 

order  roust  be  made ;  but  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the 

plaintiff  knew  of  the  coverture  when  he  sued. 

Order  made  without  costs  (a). 

(a)  See  the  next  case ;  and  see  cases  the  Court  would  not  inter- 
also  Dobson  V.  Easlon,  Vol.  II.,  p.  fere,  unless  the  proceedings  were 
371,  where,  however,  the  woman  irregular,  without  an  affidavit  deny- 
was    in  execution ;    and    in  iuch  ing  separate  property. 


Coram  Byles,  J. 
WILSON  V.  ROLLINGS  (a). 

Hilary  Terwt. 

A  writ  of  sura-   feUMMONS  to  set  aside  writ  of  summons  and  all  pro- 

mons  against  a  .  ^  i         i    . 

married  wo-      ceedmgs  thercon  as  irregular,  the  defendant  bemg  a  married 

man,  sued  as 

feme  sole,  wUl      WOman. 

iiside*if?he  "^^^  a6Sdavit  on  which  the  application  was  made  stated 

has  represented  that  the  writ  of  summons,  which  issued  in  December,  was 
widow ;  nor,  Specially  indorsed  to  recover  74/.  for  furniture  supplied  in 
^th\she7J^hd,  August  last.  That  the  defendant,  in  1865,  was  married  to 
yetjiftheafiB-    ^  husband,  now  in  India,  from  whom  she  heard  in  Febru- 

davits  are  con-  . 

tradictory,  and  ary,  of  whom  she  heard  in  November,  and  whom  she  be- 
bee?8?gned,  Heved  and  had  no  reason  to  doubt  was  alive  when  the  writ 
^^»^»!f«^      issued. 

aside  with 

****  *'  (a)   Vide  the  previous  case. 
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The  summons  was  taken  out  before  appearance,  but  was 
returnable  the  day  after  the  time  for  appearance  expired, 
and  judgment  had  been  signed. 

Finlason,  in  support  of  the  summons,  having  stated  these 
(acts,  and  cited  the  foregoing  case, 

Bylbs,  J.,  called  on  the  other  side  to  show  cause. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  an  affidavit  was  put  in,  stating 
that  the  defendant  had  represented  herself  as  a  widow. 
Thereupon 

Btles,  J.,  said  he  would  not  make  the  order  on  the 

affidavits  as  they  stood,  but  referred  the  parties  to  the 

Court,  and  for  that  purpose  indorsed  the  summons. 

No  order,  without  prejudice  to  an  application 

to  the  Court  (a), 

however,  there  had  heen  a  writ  of 
inquiry  executed,  which  involved 
serious  expense,  whereas,  under  the 
present  system,  judgment  on  a  writ 
specially  indorsed  involves  a  trivial 
expense;  added  to  which  error 
cannot  be  brought.  See  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1852,  s.  27.  See  the  case  re- 
ported,'If^»7soii  V.  HoUings,  5  L.  T., 
N.  S.  643.  Wilde,  B.,  made  a 
similar  order  in  Exch.,  in  another 


1862. 


(a)  FitUasoH  accordingly  moved 
in  C.  P.,  in  the  same  (Hilary) 
Term,  on  an  affidavit  denying  the 
misrepresentation  as  to  widowhood, 
bttt  admitting  certain  representa- 
tions as  to  separate  property.  He 
dted  Siater  v.  MilU,  7  Bing.  606. 
The  Coart  made  a  rule  absolute  to 
stay  all  proceedings  without  cotts^ 
is  the  affidavits  were  contradictory, 
and  judgment  had  been  signed  in 
due  time.  See,  as  to  this.  Motes  v. 
Richardton,  8  B.  &  C.  421,  where. 


case  against  the  same  defendant. 


Cottrt  of  Exchequer,  Westminster,  coram  BramwelL  B,         ,^ , . 

LAING  V.  SMITH.  ^"•'V'- 

^^  Hilary  Tertn. 

OOUNT,  inter  alia^  for  money  had  and  received.  if,  after  two 

Plea :  never  indebted.  "^'^^Z. 

Cok  for  the  plaintiff.  I^Hne  of 

-KT  r       i_     J   r     J  ^tm  desires 

Keane  for  the  defendant.  that  they  shall 

be  put  into 

writing,  and  the  other  writes  them  out  in  the  form  of  a  proposaly  which  is  orally  accepted  ; 

this,  though  necessary  to  be  put  in  as  matter  of  evidence,  does  not  require  a  stamp  as  an 

•gntwient. 


VOL.  III. 


P.P. 
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1862.  The  action  was  to  recover  a  sum  of  7/.  10*.,  paid  by  the 

plaintiiT  to  the  defendant  as  a  deposit  on  the  letting  of  a 
house. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  let  the  house  to  the 
plaintiff  at  30/.  a  year,  the  plaintiff  paying  7L  lOs,  as  a 
deposit,  which  she  was  to  be  allowed  for  when  she  left. 
After  this  had  been  orally  agreed  to  between  them,  it  ap- 
peared in  the  course  of  the  plaintiff's  case  that  the  de- 
fendant requested  the  plaintiff  to  write  a  letter  to  him  ex- 
pressing her  assent  to  the  terms  so  agreed  upon,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  done  so.    Thereupon 

Keane  objected,  that  this  letter  must  be  put  in  as  con- 
taining the  terms  of  the  contract. 

Cole  accordingly  offered  to  put  it  in ;  but  on  its  being 
tendered, 

The  officer  objected  that  it  was  not  stamped  \  upon 
which, 

Bramwell,  B.,  asked  the  plaintiff  whether  there  were 
any  further  writing  between  the  parties  ? 

The  plaintiff  stated  that  there  was  noty  but  that  the  next 
time  she  saw  the  defendant  he  told  her  that  be  agreed  to 
the  terms  of  the  letter,  and  that  thereupon  she  paid  him 
the  deposit,  and  went  into  possession. 

Cole. — No  stamp  is  required.  The  paper,  per  se,  was  a 
mere  proposal. 

Bramwell,  B.,  thought  that  the  document  did  not  re- 
quire a  stamp,  but  said,  he  would  consult  some  of  his 
Brethren  sitting  in  banco;  and  on  his  return  said  he  had 
done  so,  and  that  they  agreed  with  him  that  the  document 
might  be  read  without  a  stamp,  as  it  was  a  mere  proposal. 

The   document  was   accordingly  put  in  aixd  read  (a). 

Ultimately  the  case  ended  in  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 

(a)  The  ruling  of  the  learned  veral  decisions  of  the  Court,  that  a 
Judge  was  in  accordance  with  se-      written  proposal,  accepted  by  parol, 
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require!  no  stamp ;  Moore  v,  Gar- 
wood, 4  Exch.  681.  See  this  prin- 
ciple confirmed  in  Hudtpeth  t.  Yar- 
nold,  19  L.  J.,  C.  P.  321,  and  not 
at  all  disputed  in  Hegarty  ▼.  MUne, 
14  C.  B.  62,  which,  however,  was 
the  case  of  an  oral  proposal,  ac- 
cepted in  a  writing  reciting  the 
terms,  and  written  by  one  party 
and  signed  by  the  other.  The 
ruling  was  likewise  in  accordance 
with  that  of  Cresswell,  J.,  in 
Mott  V.  Tumage,  Vol.  II.,  p.  6 
(where  the  document  was  only 
written  by  one  party),  and  of  Hill, 
J.,  in  MUU  V.  The  Britith  Provi- 
dent Society,  Ibid.  p.  608.  The 
niling  of  the  same  learned  Judge, 
in  Cohere.  Young,  Vol.  II.,  p.  101, 
was  not  only  not  at  all  at  variance 


with,  but  quite  in  accordance  with, 
the  above  decision;  for  there  the 
tender,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  re- 
ferred to  the  tpecijicationy  written 
and  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  (i.  e,  by  his  architect,  his 
agent  in  that  behalf),  so  as  to  con- 
stitute an  agreement  in  writing, 
containing  all  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract. In  the  same  Term,  in  a 
case  of  Bromley  v.  Johnson,  10  W. 
R.  303,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
held,  that  if  one  ask  the  other  to 
put  the  contract  in  writing,  and  he 
does  so,  though  in  the  form  of  a 
note  only,  signed  by  himself,  this 
must  be  put  in  as  containing  the 
contract  But  the  question  of 
stamp  did  not  arise  there. 


1862. 


Judges^  Chambers,  coram  JBramwell,  JB. 

CARRICK  AND  ANOTHER  V.  HOLDERNESS. 

Summons  for  leave  to  add  a  plea. 

This  action  was  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for  not  ac- 
cepting a  bill  of  exchange  for  goods  shipped,  with  a  count 
for  goods  sold. 

Pleas:  to  the  first  count,  denying  the  contract,  the 
shipment,  and  the  readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver; 
and  to  the 

Second  count,  never  indebted.  Issue  joined.  Venue, 
London. 

The  summons  was  for  leave  to  withdraw  the  pleas  and 
re-plead  them,  with  another  plea  to  the  further  maintenance 
of  the  action  (a). 

The  plea  proposed  to  be  added  was  of  an  agreement 


(a)  Instead  of  pleading  puis  (/ar-      former  pleas, 
nem  continuance,  or  abandoning  the      1852,  s.  69. 

h2 


Hilary  Term. 

Leave  given, 
after  issue 
joined,  to  add  a 
plea  of  a  de- 
fence arising 
since  the  last 
pleading;,  with*, 
out  giving  up 
defences  d- 
ready  pleaded. 


See  C.  L.  P.  Act, 


100 


CASES  AT  THE 


1862.        (after  action  brought  and  since  the  last  pleading)  to  take 
^'^"^^"'^      a  certain  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the  action,  giving  up  claim 

v^ARRICK  

and  Another    to    dividends,   and    paying    costs.     This    agreement   was 
H0LDERNE88.  pleaded  to  have  been  accepted  in  satisfaction,  the  money 

not  having  been  paid. 
The  object  of  the  apph'cation  was  to  be  allowed  to  plead 

this  defence  without  giving  up  the  other  pleas ;  and 

Bramwell,  B  ,  deemed  it  reasonable,  and  accordingly 
order  made. 

Baylis  for  the  defendant. 

Hutton  for  the  plaintiff. 


Coram  Keating,  •/.,  and  tVilliams,  J. 

EDWARDS  V.  BOND. 
oUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  an  order  for 
production  of  documents  by  defendant. 

On  the  llth  February,  1862,  the  declaration  was  de- 
livered, containing  a  count  in  trespass  and  also  a  count  on 
an  agreement  for  settlement  of  certain  disputes,  to  give  up 
to  the  plaintiff  possession  of  a  certain  house  belonging  to 
a  farm,  of  which  he  had  recovered  possession  from  one 
Smith,  the  tenant  having  purchased  the  crops  from  him. 

After  declaration  and  before  plea,  the  plaintiff  took  out 
a  summons  before  Keating,  J.,  calling  on  the  defendant 
for  a  discovery  of  documents.  And  on  an  affidavit  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  had  admitted  that 
he  had  in  his  possession  certain  agreements  in  writing  which 
he  then  alleged  to  have  been  made  between  him  and 
Smith,  prior  to  that  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed, 
and  under  which  the  defendant  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
house  and  lands.  Keating,  J.,  made  the  order.  On 
which  the  defendant  filed  an  affidavit  in  answer,  admitting 
that  he  had  in  his  possession  :—(l)  an  agreement  between 


Hilary  Term. 

In  an  action 
between  two 
penoni,  each 
claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  the 
possession  of 
the  premises  in 
dispute,  under 
the  outgoing 
tenant : — Held, 
that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  en- 
titled to  the 
production  of 
the  documents 
showing  the 
drfendanVt 
agreement  with 
the  late  tenant 
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himself  and  Smith  ;  (2)  a  second  agreement  between  him-  1862. 
self  and  Smith;  (3)  a  memorandum  dated  the  28th  De- 
cember, 1861  ;  (4)  receipts  for  rent:  and  he  objected  to 
production,  on  the  ground  that  he  occupied  the  land  and 
premises  in  dispute,  and  also  a  mill,  as  tenant  to  Smith 
(who  had  since  sold  all  his  growing  crops  and  tillage  to  the 
pluintiflf).  That  since  the  plaintiff  had  taken  possession  of 
the  farm  he  had  tried  to  dispossess  the  defendant  of  the 
house  and  lands  he  occupied  as  tenant,  and  that  the  de- 
ponent believed  that  the  object  of  the  summons  was  to 
discover  the  documents  under  which  they  had  been  let  to 
him. 

Upon  this,  the  present  summons,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  production  of  the  documents  by  the  de- 
fendant, was  taken  out  and  heard  before  Williams,  J. 

Williams,  J.,  considered  that  there  were  good  grounds 
shown  for  not  producing  the  documents. 

No  order(<i). 

(a)  The  defendant  then  pleaded  fendant  to  produce  the  documents, 
to  issue,  and  the  cause  now  came  Vide  report  of  the  case,  Vol.  II.,  p. 
on  for  trial,  with  notice  to  the  de-      817. 


Coram  WilliamSy  J. 
LASCARIDI  AND  OTHERS  V,  GURNEY  and  0Tii£RS(a). 

I^UMMONS  to  plead  several  matters.  On  a  summons 

The  action  was  on  a  covenant  in  a  deed  of  assignment,  mauere  ^^ 
wherein  the  plaintiflPs  assigned  over  to  the  defendants  cer-  Judge  can  con- 
tain  debts  coming  in  to  them,  m  consideration  of  which  pica  is  fraudu- 
the  defendants  covenanted  to  find  and  supply  125,000/.^  of^aVdease  by 
to  discharge  the  plaintiffs'  liabilities  to  certain  firms.  b°  *hSwn  loT/ 

Breach,  that  the  defendants  did   not  find  and  supply  and  will  be  so 
funds  to  discharge  the  plaintiffs'  liabilities  to  one  of  these  rea/interest. 
tirms,  Manuel  &  Co. 

(a)  Ex  relatione  Watkin  Williams. 


102 


CASES  AT  THE 


1862. 

Lascar  iDi 
and  Others 

V, 

Gurnet 
and  Others. 


Plea  :  inter  alia,  a  release  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  also 
one  of  the  firm  of  Manuel  &  Co. 

The  deed  was  long  and  complicated,  and  on  a  review  of 
the  whole  matter  as  disclosed  therein,  and  by  the  state- 
ments on  either  side, 

Williams,  J.,  refused  to  allow  this  plea  without  an 
affidavit  (a),  showing  good  ground  for  it,  as  a  fair  and  just 
plea. 

Thereupon,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  an  affidavit  of 
the  releasor  was  produced,  stating  that  the  defendants  had 
been  guilty  of  no  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  that  he  was 
interested  to  an  equal  extent  with  the  other  plaintiffs : 
that  he  was  satisfied  that  the  defendants  had  fairly  per- 
formed their  part ;  that  he  deemed  the  action  unfair,  and 
that  he  desired  to  stop  it. — [It  was  not  alleged  that  he 
alone  had  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  covenant.] 

On  this  affidavit  (&), 


(a)  The  defendant  may,  by  leave 
of  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  plead  as 
many  several  matters  as  he  [i.  e. 
the  defendant]  shall  think  neces- 
sary for  his  defence,  upon  an  affida- 
vit of  the  party  or  his  attorney — if 
required  by  the  Judge — to  the  effect 
that  he  is  advised  and  believes  that 
he  has  just  ground  to  travene  the 
matters  proposed  to  be  traversed, 
and  that  the  several  matters  sought 
to  be  pleaded  by  way  of  confes- 
sion and  avoidance  are  true  in 
substance  and  fact  (C.  L.  P.  Act, 
1852,  s.  81).  The  affidavit  as  to 
traverses (/oes  not  conclude  the  Judge 
(Piatt  V.  Elce,  22  L.  J.,  Exch. 
192);  and  the  affidavit  will  be  re- 
quired whenever  the  plea  raises 
some  new  or  doubtful  point  not 
going  to  the  merits ;  Curtis  v. 
Anchor  Assurance  Company^  27  L. 
J.,  Exch.  14.  But  quare  whether, 
if  a  plea  is  legally  good  and  raises 


a  different  defence,  the  Judge  can 
require  more  than  an  affidavit  of 
truth  ? 

(6)  In  Emery  ▼.  Mucklow,  10 
Bing.  23,  it  was  held,  that  the  pro- 
per course  for  a  dissenting  party 
was  to  release  the  defendant,  and 
that  then  the  question  of  his  right 
to  do  so  is  raised  on  a  suggestion 
that  the  release  Is  fraudulent  So 
that  it  should  seem  the  present  de- 
cision is  to  be  upheld  on  the  general 
principle  that  the  Courts  have  power 
to  prevent  abuse  of  its  procedure ; 
Cocker  v.  Tempest,  7  M.  &  W.  502. 
Even  before  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854, 
allowing  equitable  pleadings,  the 
Court  would  not  set  aside  such  a 
plea  unless  shown  to  he  fraudulent 
(Philipsv.  Clagett,  1 1  M.  &  W.  84); 
and  now  there  may  be  an  equitable 
replication.  Moreover,  the  release 
is  not  fraudulent,  if  the  releasor  has 
any  interest. 
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Dodson  maintained  bis  right  to  plead  the  plea. 

Watkin  WilUams  contended,  that  it  ought  not  to  be  al- 
lowed, and  cited  Gladstone  v.  Pearson  {a),  where  he  said, 
WiLLES,  J.,  at  Chambers,  had  refused  to  allow  any  other 
plea  to  be  pleaded  along  with  such  a  plea,  or  to  allow  de- 
fendant to  plead  and  demur. 

Williams,  J. — ^The  plea  would,  no  doubt,  be  just  (ft),  if 
it  were  shown  that  the  action  was  brought  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  the  releasor.  But  in  this  case,  I  think,  he  can- 
not justly  deal  with  the  interests  of  the  co-plain  tiffs  (c).  I 
will  not,  therefore,  allow  the  plea  to  be  pleaded  with 
others. 

Plea  disallowed. 


1862. 


(a)  That  case  (not  reported) 
woul^  l>e  no  authority  for  the  pre- 
sent, unless  it  appeared  that  the 
release  there  was  not  fraudulent,  or 
that  here  it  was.  Now,  in  the  case 
cited  nipra,  Philipt  v.  Clagetty  it 
was  held,  that  the  release  was  not 
fraudulent  if  the  plaintiff  releasing 
had  an  interest  Here  it  must  not, 
perhaps,  he  taken  to  have  been  con- 
sidered that  it  was  so,  unless  the  other 
plaintifis  had  not.     No  authority 


was  cited  for  such  a  proposition ; 
and  the  learned  Judge  seems  to 
have  supposed  that  the  releasor  had 
no  real  interest.  Hence  thii  case 
will  only  be  an  authority  to  this 
extent,  that  fraud  may  be  shown 
on  the  application  to  allow  the  plea* 

(6)  That  is  not  fraudulent. 

(c)  That  is  (or  it  must  be  taken 
according  to  Philipg  v.  Clagett, 
supra),  because  he  had  no  real  in- 
terest. 


tJenital  Criminal  Court— Judges'  Chambers,  coram 
Keating,  J. 

REGINA  r.  COLUCCI. 

Q  1861. 

Summons,  on   behalf  of  the   prisoner,   for  leave  to  Onanindicu 

inspect  letters  in  the  possession  of  the  prosecution.  Central  Crf- 

Indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences.         SJ^ottahliS^ 

money  by  a 
^ke  pretence,  that  a  parcel  contained  certain  letters  of  the  prosecutrix  to  the  prisoner,  which 
he  had  promised,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  give  up,  and  which  had  been  seized  under  a 
search  warrant,  a  Judge  on  the  rota  for  the  session — after  the  session  bad  opened — made  an 
order  in  Csvour  of  the  prisoner  for  an  itupeeiion  of  the  letters. 
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1861. 


The  pretence  charged  was,  that  a  certain  parcel  delivered 
by  the  prisoner  to  the  prosecutrix  contained  all  letters  written 
by  him  to  her  (and  which,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement 
between  them,  were  to  be  delivered  up),  whereas  in  truth 
the  parcel  only  contained  one  of  them.  The  letters  had 
been  seized  under  a  search  warrant,  and  were  now,  to  the 
number  of  above  sixty,  in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutrix. 

The  present  application,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  was 
for  an  order  for  leave  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  them, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  defence. 

Keating,  J.,  thought  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  order,  because  the  indictment  was  in  the  Central 
Criminal  Court ;  and  although  he  was  on  the  rota  for  the 
next  Session,  the  Court  was  an  intermittent  Court,  and  the 
Session  had  not  yet  opened,  so  that  the  Court  was  not 
now  sitting.  If,  however,  the  application  were  renewed 
after  the  Session  had  opened,  it  might  be  acceded  to. 

Accordingly,  after  the  Session  had  opened,  the  applica- 
tion was  renewed,  and  an  order  made,  as  prayed,  for  an 
inspection  of  the  letters,  but  not  for  copies. 

Keane  for  the  defendant. 

Giffard  for  the  prosecution. 


Coram  Martin,  B,,  and  Keating,  •/. 
REGINA  V.  COLUCCI. 

On  an  indict-     -t^  ALSE  pretences. 

ufnhig  mon'ey        "^^^  ^^^^  ^^""^  stated,  by  way  of  inducement,  that  one 

by  a  folse  pre-    F.  J.  (the  prosecutrix)  had  written  and  sent  to  the  defend- 

tence,  thata  ,  •  ' 

parcel  con-        ant  divers  letters,  and  that  afterwards  it  was  agreed  by 

tera  written  by  ^"^  between  them,  that,  in  consideration  of  2,000/.  to  be 

^}'\rj^T!^'^f  paid  by  her  to  the  defendant,  he  should  deliver  to  her  the 
to  tne  pnsoneFy  r  •/  ' 

and  which  he 

had  promised,  in  consideration  of  the  money,  to  give  up  to  her : — Held,  that  the  counsel  for 

the  prosecution  were  not  bound  to  have  the  letters  read,  although  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 

crota-examine  as  to  the  contents  of  any  of  them,  and  have  any  read  for  that  purpose. 


the  pr 
might 
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said  letters,  each  and  every  of  them.     The  indictinent  then         1861. 
charged  that  he  knowingly  did  falsely  pretend  to  her  that 
a  certain  parcel,  which  he  then  produced  and  delivered  to 
her,  contained  the  said   letters,  and  each  and   every  of 
them. 

Averment :  that  the  said  parcel  did  not  contain  the  said 
letters,  but  only  one  of  them,  as  he  then  well  knew.  By 
means  of  which  false  pretences  he  then  fraudulently  ob< 
tained  from  her  the  sum  of  1,900/. 

Second  count,  charging  the  pretence  to  have  been  that 
the  parcel  contained  all  letters  written  and  sent  by  prose- 
cutrix to  defendant 

Third  count,  charging  that  the  defendant  fraudulently 
produced  to  the  prosecutrix  certain  papers  and  one  letter 
written  by  her  to  him,  and  then  fraudulently  pretended 
that  he  had  produced  all  letters  written  by  him  to  her,  &c. 

Chambers  for  the  prosecution. 

Keane  and  Giffard  for  the  defendant. 

The  letters  had  been  taken  under  a  warrant,  and  in  the 
course  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution, 

Keane,  for  the  defendant,  desired  that  they  be  then  put 
in  and  read,  as  it  was  very  necessary  that  the  jury  should 
be  able  to  judge  from  their  tenor  whether  it  was  probable 
that  the  prosecutrix  should  have  promised  or  paid  her 
money  in  consideration  of  their  being  given  up  (a),  but 

Martin,  B.,  said  the  Court  did  not  consider  it  necessary 
that  the  letters  should  then  be  put  in  and  read  on  behalf 
of  the  prosecution,  and  that  it  would  be  enough  that  they 
yitxeput  in,  and  that  any  of  them  which  might  be  deemed 
material  for  the  purposes  of  the  defence  might  be  read  and 
made  use  of  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  for  th6  pur- 
pose of  cross-examining  or  contradicting  the  prosecutrix. 

(a)  Vide  previous  report  of  the  same  case  at  Chambers  as  to  inspection 
of  the  letters. 


CASES  AT  THE 

On  cross-examination,  it  appeared  that  the  prosecutrix 
had  destroyed  some  of  the  letters. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution, 

KeanCy  for  the  defence,  objected  that  the  indictment, 
which  alleged  the  pretence  to  be  that  the  parcel  contained 
all  the  letters  written^  was  not  supported ;  but 

The  Court  held  the  allegation  distributive,  and  overruled 
the  objection,  and  ultimately, 

Verdict,  guilty. 

Coram  Willes,  J. 
1862.  THE  QUEEN  v.  STEVENSON. 

Easter  SetsUnu,  *r 

A  meat  sales.  XNDICTMENT,  for  that  at  a  public  market  for  the  pur- 
dicred^Dd con-  P^^^  ^^  buying  and  selling  flesh  meat  for  human  food,  the 
▼icted  at  com-  defendant  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  decntfully  did  cause  to 
knowingly  be  publicly  cxposcd  for  sale  a  quantity  of  flesh  meat  as 
posing  meat  for  and  for  sound  and  wholesome  flesh  meat  fit  for  human 
mirlietM^fit"''  ^^^^f  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  a$  he  well  knew  {a), 

for  human  Jt  was  not  SO. 

food,  which,  m  i        i   /.      i  » .        ly. 

fact,  was  fio<  A   second   count  charged  that   the  defendant  himself 

knowingly  exposed  the  meat  for  sale,  with  the  same  aver- 
ments of  scienter.  The  second  count  charged  the  sending 
the  meat  to  the  market,  with  the  intent  that  it  should  be 
sold  for  human  food,  with  similar  averments. 

Two  other  counts  charged  the  attempt  to  cause  it  to  be 
exposed,  or  to  expose  it  for  sale. 

(a)  Victuallers,     brewers      and  if  they  even  do  not,  and  are  liable 

other  common  dealers  in  victuals,  civilly  to  the  vendee  without  any 

who,  in  the  course  of  their  trade,  fraud  on  their  part  or  warranty  of 

sell  provisions  unfit  for  the  food  of  the  soundness  of  the  thing  sold : 

man,    are    criminally    responsible  but  a  private  person  not  following 

under  the  stat.  51  Hen.  3,  **  Pillor'  any  of  these  trades,  who  sells  an 

et  Tumbrel'  &c.,"  and  the  stat.  of  unwholesome  article  for  food  (not 

£dw.  1,  "  De  Pistoribus  et  Bras-  knowing  it  to  be  such),  is  not  liable 

siatoribus    et    aliis   Vitellariis,"  if  under  such  circumstances ;  Burnby 

they  do  to  kttowingiy,  and  probably  v.  BoliiU,  11  Jur.,  Exch.  827. 
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All  the  counts  charged  the  scienter  (a).  1^62. 

None  of  the  counts  concluded,  contra  formam  statuti.        ^^^  Qubem 

Sleigh  for  the  prosecution.  Stevenson. 

The  prisoner  was  undefended. 

The  defendant,  it  appeared,  was  a  jobbing  butcher  at 
Leicester,  and  on  the  27th  of  March  he  sent  up  to  Newgate 
Market  the  carcase  of  a  calf  which  was  in  a  diseased  state, 
and  quite  unfit  for  human  food.  When  he  was  questioned 
upon  the  subject,  he  said  that  he  had  purchased  the  car" 
case  of  a  farmer  residing  near  Leicester,  that  he  did  not 
Idil  itf  and  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  so  bad  as  it  turned 
out  to  be  ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  animal  had  been  very 
ill,  and  that  it  was  killed  on  account  of  there  being  no 
chance  of  its  recovery;  and  when  the  prisoner  went  to 
purchase  it  he  saw  it,  and  was  told  that  it  was  worth  65. 
for  the  dogs,  and  he  replied  that  if  it  was  sent  to  London 
it  might  "  make  a  sovereign." 

There  was  evidence  that  the  appearances  were  such  as 
that  a  butcher  must  have  known  that  the  carcase  was 
diseased,  and  unfit  for  human  food. 

W1LLE8,  J.  (to  the  jury). — Did  the  defendant  know 
when  he  sent  up  the  meat,  that  it  was  unfit  for  human 
food  ?     And  did  he  send  it  up  to  be  sold  for  human  food  ? 

Verdict,  guilty.     Sentence,  six 
months'  imprisonment  (6). 

(a)  Thb  if  noticed,  because  in  gave  powers  of  seizure  and  did  not 

iMTtm  ▼.  Maihewi,   10  W.  R.  otherwise    affect    the   law    as    to 

346,  the  question  was  raised,  whe-  tcienUr, 

ther  either  at  common  law  or  under  (6)  Willbs,  J.,  observed,  that 

the  ancient  statutes,  or  under  the  the  offence  was  one  of  great  gravity; 

Newgate  Meat  Market  Act,  a  sales-  and  he  regretted  that  there  was 

man  was  liable,  even  citUUer^  for  no  power  to  punish  it  more  se- 

selling  bad  meat,  which  he  did  not  verely,  as  by  hard  labour  as  well 

himself  kill  and  which  he  did  not  as  imprisonment.       It  seems,  at 

ibioir  to  be  unfit  for  human  food,  present,  to  be  a  mere  misdemeanor, 

and  the  Court  decided  that  he  was  not,   properly   speaking,  a  crime, 

aof,  and  that  the  Market  Act  only  See  the  next  case. 
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Easter  Sessions. 

A  carrier  can 
be  indicted  and 
convicted  at 
common  law 
for  knowingly 
bringing  to 
market  meat 
unfit  for  human 
food. 


Coram  Gurney,  Recorder. 

THE  QUEEN  v.  JARVIS. 

XhE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  a  misdemeanor,  in  having 
sent  to  Newgate  Market  a  quantity  of  meat  that  was  unfit 
for  human  food. 
There  were  five  counts,  framed  as  in  the  former  case. 

Sleigh  and  Besley  for  the  prosecution,  on  behalf  of  the 
Corporation  of  London. 

Cooper  for  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  a  carrier  and  jobbing 
butcher  at  Towcester,  and  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
bringing  meat  to  Newgate  Market  on  his  own  account  and 
for  other  people,  and  on  the  5th  of  March  he  was  in  War- 
wick Lane  with  his  waggon  laden  with  meat,  and  Mr. 
Fisher,  one  of  the  inspectors,  seized  the  carcase  of  a  sheep 
that  was  unfit  for  food,  and  he  was  desirous  of  examining 
some  other  meat  that  was  wrapped  up  in  cloths,  but  the 
defendant  refused  to  do  so.  Later  in  the  day  the  defendant 
brought  four  quarters  of  beef,  weighing  fifty-five  stone,  to 
the  shop  of  Mr.  Burrowes,  a  meat  salesman,  and  this  beef 
was  found  to  be  in  a  most  unwholesome  state,  and  was 
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1862. 
Coram  Willes,J.  ^-^v-^^ 

THE  QUEEN  v.  CRAWLEY. 

^j^  Easter  Sessums, 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  misdemeanor,  in  having  A  person  is  not 
unlawfully  sent  a  quantity  of  pork  to  Newgate  Market  as  iending  U)  a*^ 
fit  for  human  food,  the  same  being  in  a  diseased  and  un-  me*!h*^kiiow8 
wholesome  state.  to  be  unfit  for 

_,  •       1      /•  human  food,  if 

The  counts  were  as  in  the  former  case.  be  does  not 

.  know,  and  in- 

Sleigh  conducted  the  prosecution.  tend,  that  it  is 

to  be  sold  as 

The  prisoner  was  undefended.  human  food. 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  was  a  higgler  at  Leighton 
Buzzard,  and  that  on  the  5th  of  March  he  sent  the  carcases 
of  two  pigs  to  Mr.  Burrowes,  a  meat  salesman  in  Newgate 
Market.  These  carcases  were  seized  by  Mr.  Fisher,  one 
of  the  inspectors  of  the  market,  and  proved  to  be  in  a  most 
'diseased  and  unwholesome  state,  and  totally  unfit  for 
human  food,  these  facts  being  deposed  to  by  Dr.  Letheby, 
the  medical  officer  of  the  city,  as  well  as  the  inspector. 
When  the  defendant  was  questioned  upon  the  subject  he 
admitted  he  had  sent  the  meat  to  market,  but  said  that  he 
did  not  intend  it  to  be  sold  for  human  food,  but  to  be 
boiled  for  the  dogs,  and  he  called  a  witness,  a  bone  boiler, 
who  stated  that  the  defendant  had  spoken  to  him  upon  the 
subject  of  the  carcases  in  question  on  the  same  morning. 

WiLLSS,  J.  (to  the  jury). — If  the  prisoner  did  not  mean 
that  the  meat  should  be  sold  as  and  for  human  food,  nor 
send  it  for  that  purpose,  you  may  acquit  him. 

Verdict,  not  guilty  (a), 
(a)  See  the  previous  cases.  , 


no  CASES  AT  THE 

1862. 

Judges'  Chambers^  QueerCs  Bench,  coram  Crompton,  J. 

TAMVACO  AND  OTHERS  V.  LUCAS  and  others. 

Interrofiratoriet  SuMMONS  for  interrogatories  on  the  part  of  the  de- 

refused  to  the       .      _  ^  ^ 

defendant  fendants. 

go  to  luppoit        ^^^  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  were  merchants, 

any  case  set       ^^lA  that  the  defendants,  as  their  del  credere  agents,  had 
up  on  his  part.  '    ^  o         » 

effected  for  them  the  following  contract : — 

''  Sold  to  our  principal,  on  account  of  Messrs.  T.  &  M., 
a  cargo  of  Taganrog  wheat  of  fair  average  quality  of  the 
seasons.  Shipments  at  time  of  loading  consisting  of  about 
2,000  quarters,  say  from  1,800  to  2,000  quarters,  at  the 
price  of  60*.  per  delivered  quarter  of  492  lbs.,  free  on  board 
at  Taganrog,  and  including  freight  and  insurance  to  any 
safe  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  calling  for  orders  as 
usual,  to  be  shipped  in  an  A  1  vessel.  The  measure  for 
the  sake  of  invoice  to  be  calculated  at  the  rate  of  100 
chetwents,  equal  to  72  quarters.  Payment,  cash  in  Lon- 
don, in  exchange  for  usual  shipping  documents,  so  soon  as 
the  vessel  has  got  out  of  the  Sea  of  Azoff,  less  discount  at 
the  rate  of  five  per  cent  per  annum  for  the  unexpired  por- 
tion of  three  months  from  date  of  bill  of  lading." 

General  averments. 

Breach,  that  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would  take  the 
shipping  documents  and  pay  the  price  of  the  cargo  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  they  lost  the  same. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  amongst  other  pleas — 

1.  That  the  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and  willing  to  de- 
liver shipping  documents  of  such  a  cargo. 

2.  That  the  cargo  of  which  they  tendered  the  shipping 
documents  consisted  of  less  than  1,800  quarters,  according 
to  both  modes  of  calculation. 

The  interrogatories  proposed  to  be  administered  were  as 
follows : — 

1.  Did  you  or  your  firm,  at  any  time  in  the  year  1857, 
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sliip  a  cargo  of  wheat  on  board  the  **  Alice  Gill"  at  Tagan- 
rog, or  at  any  other  and  what  place  ? 

2.  Was  the  said  ship  or  vessel  chartered  by  you,  and 
was  she  loaded  on  your  account  ? 

3.  Was  not  the  said  ship  or  vessel  chartered  by  Messrs. 
Ziffo  k  Sons,  or  by  some  other  and  what  person  or  per* 
sons? 

4.  Was  not  the  said  ship  or  vessel  loaded  by  the  said 
Messrs.  Ziffo  &  Sons,  or  by  some  other  and  what  person 
or  persons  on  their  account,  and  was  not  such  cargo  their 
property  at  the  time  of  shipment  ? 

5.  Did  you  ever  purchase  such  cargo  of  the  said  Messrs. 
Zifib  &  Sons,  or  of  any  other  person  or  persons  ?  If  yea, 
when  did  you  so  purchase  the  same  and  for  what  price  ? 
Was  there  any  written  contract?  If  yea,  what  was  the 
date  of  it  and  in  whose  possession  is  it  now  ? 

6.  How  and  when  was  the  purchase-money  paid  ? 

7.  Were  not  the  bill  of  lading  and  other  documents  of 
such  cargo,  or  some  of  such  documents,  borrowed  by  you 
of  the  said  Messrs.  Ziffo  &  Sons,  or  of  some  other  and 
what  person  or  persons,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tender 
of  the  same  to  the  defendants,  or  for  some  other  and  what 
purpose  ? 

8.  Were  not  such  documents  at  some  time  and  when 
returned  by  you  to  the  said  Messrs.  Ziffo  k  Sons,  or  to 
some  other  and  what  person  or  persons  ? 

9.  WaB  the  cargo  of  the  said  ship  "Alice  Gill"  your 
property  at  the  time  of  its  arrival  in  this  country,  or  at  any 
other  and  what  time  ?  If  it  had  ever  been  your  property, 
bow,  when  and  to  whom,  and  for  what  cause,  did  you  part 
with  the  same  ? 

10.  Did  you  ever  sell  the  said  cargo?  If  yea,  when  and 
to  whom  and  for  what  price  ?    Was  there  any  written  con- 

'  tract  upon  such  sale  ?  If  yea,  give  the  date  thereof  and 
state  where  it  now  is.  Give  the  time  when  and  the  persons 
of  whom  you  received  any  pqrchase-money  for  the  same. 


1862. 

Tamvaco 
and  Othen 

V. 

Lucas 
and  Othcra. 
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Tamvaco 
andOtben 

V. 

Lucas 
and  Oibert. 


11.  Was  not  the  said  cargo  at  the  time  of  its  arrival  in 
this  country  the  property  of  Messrs.  Ziffo  &  Sons^  and  did 
they  not  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same? 

12.  When  and  under  what  circumstances  was  your  name 
or  the  name  of  your  firm  indorsed  upon  the  bill  of  lading 
for  the  said  cargo  erased,  and  why  ? 

13.  Was  not  such  indorsement  placed  there  for  the  pur- 
pose of  tendering  the  said  bill  of  lading  to  the  defendants, 
and  was  it  not  struck  out  by  you  or  by  some  other  and 
what  person  previous  to  returning  the  same  to  Messrs. 
ZifTo  &  Sons,  or  to  some  other  and  what  person  or  persons, 
and  why? 

14.  Have  you  any  book  or  other  document  containing 
any  entry  or  entries  relating  to  the  purchase  by  you  of  the 
cargo  of  the  "Alice  Gill,"  or  the  sale  thereof  by  you  to  any 
other  person  or  persons  ?  If  you  have,  describe  what  such 
books  and  documents  respectively  are. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the  sum- 
mons, it  was  contended  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  interrogate  the  plaintiffs,  to  show  that  they  never  were 
in  a  condition  to  tender  bills  of  lading  of  the  cargo,  and 
that  in  fact  the  cargo  never  belonged  to  them,  but  that 
they  only  borrowed  the  bills  of  lading  for  the  very  purpose 
of  making  a  tender. 

Waikin  WilliamSy  for  the  plaintiffs,  showed  cause. — This 
is  not  a  sale  of  a  specific  cargo,  and  the  breach  is,  the  re- 
fusal to  accept  the  shipping  documents  and  pay  the  money. 
If  the  plaintiffs  were  in  a  condition  to  deliver  the  shipping 
documents  of  any  cargo  within  the  contract,  that  would 
do.  The  defendants  do  not  suggest  any  defence  which 
would  be  supported  by  this  discovery,  and  are  only  asking 
for  particulars  of  the  plaintiffs'  case.  In  Zariji  v.  Thorn- 
ton (a),  similar  interrogatories  as  to  plaintiff's  case  were 
refused.     That  was  an  action  on  a  policy,  pleas  denying 


(a)  26  L.  J.,  Exch.  214. 
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the  policy,  interest,  shipment  of  cargo  and  loss.    The  in- 
terrogatories refused  were — 

1.  Did  you  execute  a  policy  for  6,000^  on  a  cargo  of 
wheat  from  Odessa,  &c.? 

2.  Had  any  such  cargo  been  purchased  by  you,  and  if 
so,  statfl  from  whom  and  at  what  time  ? 

3.  Were  the  persons  from  whom  you  purchased  con- 
nected with  you  in  business? 

The  whole  scope  of  these  interrogatories  is  too  wide,  and 
they  ought  to  be  disallowed  altogether,  notwithstanding 
one  or  two  standing  alone  might  have  been  unobjection- 
able; Robson  y.  Crawley  (a). 

Grompton,  J. — The  interrogatories  do  not  seek  to  esta- 
blish any  case  which  the  defendants  put  forth  as  their  de- 
fence to  the  action. 

No  order. 
(a)  2H.  &N.  761. 


1862. 

Tamvaco 
and  Otheri 

9. 

Lucas 
and  Otheri. 


Judges*  Chambers,  coram  Wilde,  B. 

BEST  V.  HEYES. 

Summons,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  an  inter- 
pleader order. 

The  action  was  against  an  auctioneer,  by  his  employer, 
to  recover  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  goods 
which  the  plaintiff  had  entrusted  to  him  to  sell.  The  sale 
had  realized  610^,  and  in  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  it 
appeared  that  before  the  claim  he  had  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
3002.,  and  that,  deducting  a  sum  of  48/.  for  his  commission, 
&c.,  and  25/.  for  rent  levied  by  the  landlord,  and  some 
small  charges,  there  remained  a  sum  of  233/.  On  the  5th 
of  April  he  received  notice  of  a  claim  from  one  J.  Gallagher 
(and  it  subsequently  turned  out  that  he  had  received  notice 
of  the  claim  before  he  sold),  on  which  he  refused  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  residue  thus   remaining  in   his   hands. 

VOL.  III.  I  F.F. 


Trinity  Temu 

In  an  action 
against  an  auc- 
tioneer by  his 
employer,  for 
the  proceeds  of 
goods  entrusted 
to  him  for  sale, 
he  having  sold 
rfter  notice  of 
a  claim  by  a 
third  part^, 
and  claiming  a 
lien  on  a  cer^ 
tain  ium  only 
as  portion  of 
the  proceeds, 
for  his  com- 
mission and 
expenses :  — 
Heldt  entitled 
to  an  inter- 
pleader order 
as  to  the  re- 
sidue. 
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1862.  On  the  23rd  of  April  this  action  was  brought,  and  on  the 
10th  of  May,  before  pleading,  the  defendant  made  his 
aflSdavit,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  order  of  inter- 
pleader, and  in  this  aflSdavit  stated  that  he  claimed  no 
interest  in  the  sum  of  233/.,  and  that  he  believed  a  suit  in 
Chancery  was  pending  between  the  claimant  and  the 
plaintiff  relating  to  the  furniture  and  effects  sold ;  and  he 
denied  collusion  with  the  claimant. 

The  claimant,  in  support  of  the  claim,  made  an  affidavit 
that  the  goods  were  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  for  her,  on 
her  sole  account,  but  in  his  name,  under  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  as  her  trustee ;  that  the  price  paid 
was  891/.,  of  which  she  had  paid  him  60/.,  and  arranged 
to  pay  the  rest  by  instalments,  &c. ;  that  he  had  been  over- 
paid ;  that  the  goods  had  not  been  out  of  her  possession 
until  seized  and  sold  by  him';  that  she  had  instituted  a 
suit  in  Chancery,  to  restrain  him  from  selling;  and  that 
during  her  absence  he  had  seized  and  sold. 

The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  in  answer,  went  to  show 
that  he  had  bought  the  furniture  for  himself,  under  the 
order  in  Chancery ;  that  the  claimant  was  a  pauper  and 
prisoner  in  gaol ;  and  that  the  claim  was  colourable. 

On  these  facts, 

Wilde,  B.,  made  an  order,  that  as  to  the  sum  of  233/., 
in  which  the  defendant  claimed  no  interest,  the  parties  do 
proceed  to  the  trial  of  an  issue,  in  which  the  present  plain- 
tiff shall  be  plaintiff,  and  the  claimant  shall  be  defendant, 
and  the  question  to  be  tried  shall  be,  whether  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  goods  claimed  are  the  property  of  the 
claimant  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  sum  be 
paid  into  Court,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  issue ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  and  the  claimant  be  barred  as  against  the 
defendant  (a). 

(a)  Morgan  Uoydt  on  the  part  made  without  authority  under  the 
of  the  plaintiff,  moved  in  T.  T.  for  Interpleader  Act ;  the  claimant  a»- 
a  rule  to  rescind  this  order,  as      serting  an  interest  in  the  subject 
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matter  of  the  suit.  Where  there  is 
any  thing  to  be  tried  as  between  the 
parties  to  the  action,  interpleader 
does  not  apply,  as  where  an  auo- 
tioneer  cUims  aq  interest,  even  for 
his  commission ;  Bradkk  v.  Smithf 
9  Bing.  84;  MileheU  v.  Hayne,  2 
Shn.  &  Stu.  63.  [Pollock,  C.  B. 
—There  is  a  distinction  between 
claiming  a  lien  on  the  whole  (as  in 
those  cases)  and  only  on  a  pari,  as 
here.  Why  should  not  separate 
sums  of  money  be  as  distinct  for 
this  purpose  as  goods  and  chattels? 
How  is  this  case  to  be  distinguished 
from  one  in  which  goods  are  sued 
kiTf  and  the  defendant  claims  some 
and  does  not  claim  the  rest  ?]  He 
daims  commission  on  the  whole. 
[Mastin,  B.~But  not  a  lien  on 
die  whole.  He  merely  claims  a 
sum  of  money  out  of  the  entire 
sum,  he  claims  no  interest  in  the 
vh(de,  not  in  any  sense  which  gives 
a  right  to  retain  the  whole.  He 
only  claims  part  of  the  money. 
BaAMWELL,  B.  —  And,  indeed, 
strictly  speaking,  he  does  not  even 
do  that,  but  only  sets  up  a  set-off 
u  to  part,  or  a  claim  to  deduct. 
That  is  not  claiming  an  interest  in 
the  subject  matter,  in  the  sense 
which  excludes  interpleader.]  The 
defendant  has  no  right  to  sever  the 
nm.  [Martin,  B. — Such  orders 
•re  frequendy  made  at  Chambers. 
Pollock,  C.  B.  —  Constantly. 
Maktiii,  B. — Nor  is  there  any 
Mibstantial  oiijection  to  them.]  The 
real  objection,  no  doubt,  in  the  case 
is,  that  the  claimant  is  a  pauper, 
and  the  plaintiff,  when  he  succeeds, 
will  not  get  his  costs.  [Bramwell, 
B.— That  has  nothing  to  do  with 
wUrpUader,']  There  are  other  ob- 
jections  to  the  order,  besides  the 


one  already   urged,  that   the  de- 
fendant is  a  party. 

He  cited  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  154; 
**  A  bill  of  interpleader  always  sup- 
poses that  the  plaintiff  is  the  mere 
holder  of  the  stake,  which  is  equally 
contested  by  the  other  parties,  and 
as  to  which  the  plaintiff  stands 
wholly  indifferent  between  them ; 
so  that  when  their  respective  rights 
are  settled,  nothing  further  remains 
in  controversy."  He  also  cited,  to 
show  that  interpleader  dues  not  lie 
where  there  is  a  question  as  to 
amount,  Diplock  v.  Hammond,  23 
L.  J.,  £q.  552;  nor  where  the 
plaintiff  is  agent  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties, Crawihay  v.  Thornton,  7  Sim. 
391;  2  Mylne  &  Craig,  1,  22; 
Clyn  V.  Dueshury,  11  Sim.  147; 
Patorni  v.  Campbell,  12  M.  &  W. 
277;  Lindiey  v.  Barron,  6  C.  B. 
291 ;  James  v.  PHtchard,  7  M.  & 
W.  276;  Slaney  v.  Sidney,  14  M. 
&  W.  800.  Nor,  again,  does  in* 
terpleader  lie  where  the  claim,  as 
here,  is  equitable;  Putney  v.  Trigg, 
3  Jur.  672 ;  Roach  v.  Wright,  8  M. 
&  W.  155;  Baker  v.  The  Bank  of 
Australasia,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  93. 
As  to  the  pendency  of  a  suit  in 
Chancery,  that  Court  can  interfere 
if  it  thinks  proper,  but  that  is  no 
ground  for  interpleader.  There 
could  be  no  bill  of  interpleader. 
[Pollock,  C.  B. — Is  it  quite  clear 
that  there  can  only  be  interpleader 
at  law,  where  it  might  be  at  equity  ?] 
So  it  was  always  held.  [Channell, 
B.— Before  the  C.  L.  P.  Act  of 
1860,  but  that  Act  seems  to  have 
extended  the  scope  of  interpleader.] 
Cur,  ad.  vult. 

On  the  last  day  of  term  (June  1 7] 
Bramwell,  B.,  said  the  plaintiff 
might  have  a  rule,  if  he  pressed  for 
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1862. 
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1862.          it  (m  the  point  had  not  been  de-  would  be  discharged  with  coats  if, 

^^^/^^       cided) ;  but  the  Court  thought  that  after    this  intimatioa  of  opinion, 

Best  it  would  be  most  unwise  of  him  to  the  plaintiff  should  draw  up  the 
He  v£  ^®  '^  because  while  it  could  not  rule.  As  the  matter  is  one  of  con- 
be  of  any  benefit  to  him  to  set  stant  recurrence  in  practice,  and 
aside  the  interpleader,  for  it  could  the  Court  eyidently  thought  the 
not  matter  to  him  whether  the  order  right,  the  case  b  reported, 
question  were  decided  in  that  way  Vide  Finlason's  C.  L.  P.  Act,  Ed. 
or  by  an  action,  it  was  Yery  likely  1860,  p.  228,  where  is  a  note  on  the 
that  it  would  turn  out  that  the  order  subject  in  accordance  therewith, 
was  right ;  in  which  case  the  rule 


Coram  Keating,  J. 

HATTERSLEY  r.  HATTON. 

An  order  made  I^UMMONS  to  stay  proceedin£:8  in  the  action,  on  the 
of  the  c.  L.  P.  ground  that  the  parties  had  agreed  to  refer  the  matters  in 
i'St^t  dispute  to  arbitration, 
the  parties  had       This  was  an  action  by  the  executor  of  a  deceased  super- 

pfone  on  deal-  •'  ^     ^  ^ 

ing  under  the    cargo,  to  recover  commission  due  to  the  testator  by  the 
mer  agreement,  defendant  on  the   purchase  of  palm  oil   in  the   Bonny 

which  con-  RIvAr 

tained  a  clause    ^^*^®'- 

for  reference  to      It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1851  the  testator  entered 

arbitration.         . 

mto  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  to  act  as  supercargo 

to  a  vessel  trading  in  the  Bonny  River,  and  under  the 

agreement,  which  was  executed  by  both  parties,  he  was  to 

receive  certain  commission  on  palm  oil  purchased  by  him 

on  that  particular  voyage.     In   the  agreement  was  an 

arbitration  clause,  agreeing  to  submit  matters  which  should 

be  in  difference  to  arbitration  of  a  person  to  be  chosen. 

In  1853  the  testator  went  out  again  to  Africa,  and  on  that 

occasion  the  agreement  was  endorsed  with  similar  terms. 

In  1855  there  was  a  similar  indorsement,  embracing  the 

previous  agreement.     In  1860,  which  was  the  voyage  on 

which  the  testator  died,  the  defendant,  previous  to  his 

leaving  Liverpool,  wrote  him  a  letter,  in  which  was  the 

following  expression : — ''  This  voyage  to  be  on  the  same 


Hatterslet 

V. 

Hattom. 


JUDGES'  CHAMBERS. 

terms  as  the  former  one.'*  There  was  no  reply  by  the 
testator,  who  proceeded  on  the  voyage  after  the  receipt  of 
the  letter. 

Dodgson^  for  the  defendant,  argued  that  the  case  was 
within  section  11  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1864 ;  that  the  testator's  act  following  the  letter  was  an 
acceptance  of  its  terms  binding  on  him  and  his  repre- 
sentatives. 

H.  F.  Gibbons,  contra,  objected  that  the  statute  re- 
quired an  instrument  iii  writing,  and  there  was  no  writing 
in  this  case  to  which  the  testator  was  a  party.  To  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  their  common  law  right  to  try  by  a  jury, 
there  ought  to  be  express  woHs,  which  were  here  wanting. 

Kbatino,  J.,  however,  thought  that  as  the  parties  had 
evidently  gone  on  dealing  on  the  terms  of  the  original 
agreement,  which  contained  a  clause  for  referring  disputes 
to  arbitration,  the  case  was  fairly  within  the  enactment ; 
therefore, 

Order  made  (a). 

(a)  See  WUkham^.  Harding,  28  L.  J.,  Exch.  215,  S.  P. 


LEVERSON  V.  SCHWABACHER. 

Summons  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why,  on  the  Order  made  for 
paynlent  by  the  defendant  of  160/.  into  Court  in  lieu  of  property^ on  ^ 
bail,  he  should  not  deliver  up   to   the   defendant   two  Sfy"?*°.*  ?! 

'  *^  money  into 

emeralds  and  a  certain  paper  writing,  on  the  ground  that  Court)  on 
they  were  obtained  from  the  defendant  by  an  abuse  of  the  abuse  of  pro- 
process  of  the  CJourt.  piJint&r!^^ 

The  facts  were  as  follows: — Defendant  was  a  foreign 
diamond  merchant,  who  had  had  dealings  with  the  plaintiff 
in  the  way  of  his  trade.  In  their  monetary  transactions 
the  balance  had  been  sometimes  for  and  sometimes  against 
the  defeodant,  and  at  the  time  in  question  it  was  uncertain 
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1862. 
Leverson 

V, 
SCUWA- 
BACHER. 


which  way  it  stood.  The  defendant,  on  his  arrival  in  this 
country,  had  called  upon  the  plaintiff  with  reference  to 
the  account,  and  the  plaintiff  then  claimed  payment  of  a 
balance  alleged  to  be  due.  On  the  following  day,  while 
the  defendant  was  dining  with  his  wife  and  friends  at  his 
lodgings,  the  plaintiff,  who  had  in  the  meantime  procured 
a  capias,  called  with  a  sheriff^s  oflScer,  and  arrested  the 
defendant  for  a  debt  of  160Z.  The  defendant,  in  order  to 
save  himself  from  imprisonment,  offered  the  two  emeralds 
in  question,  worth  upwards  of  300/.,  as  a  pledge  for  the 
settlement  of  the  claim  made  by  plaintiff;  but  the  plaintiff 
insisted  on  having  them  in  satisfaction,  and  drew  out  an 
invoice,  which  he  required  the  defendant  to  sign.  The 
defendant  was  then  released,  and  the  plaintiff  retired  with 
the  emeralds  and  the  invoice  signed  by  the  defendant. 

A  summons  was  afterwards  taken  out,  and  supported 
by  H.  F.  Gibbons. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  objected  that  the  Judge  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  any  order. 

Keating,  J.,  said: — If  I  have  no  jurisdiction,  my  order 
is  of  no  avail ;  but  I  should  be  sorry  to  think  that  I  have 
none  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  It  is  clear  that  property  of 
great  value  has  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  by  an  im- 
proper use  of  the  process  of  the  Court  (a),  and  I  think  I 
ought  to  make  the  order  as  required,  for  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  plaintiff  is  any  way  damnified  by  the  course  pro- 
posed, for  he  has  all  the  benefit  which  he  ought  to  have 
had  from  the  capias. 

Order,  therefore,  for  the  emeralds  and 
paper  to  be  delivered  up  within  twelve 
hours  after  payment  of  money  into 
Court. 


(a)  That  the  Judges  of  the  Su- 
perior Courts  have  ample  power  to 
make  such  orders  as  mny  be  neces- 


sary to  prevent  abuse  of  process,  vide 
Cocker  v.  Tempett,  7  M.  &  W.  502, 
and  other  cases  cited  an/r,  p.  102. 
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1862. 
Central  Criminal  Courts  coram  Crompion,  J.  ^^^/-^/ 

QUEEN  V.  WILSON. 

•jy  June  Session, 

i5lGAM  Y.  The  indictment  alleged  that  the  defendant  On  an  indict- 
was  married  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1848,  at  the  parish  blgamy'^evi- 
of  Brentwood,  to  one  Jonathan  Gotobed,  and  that  she  denceofthe 

cohabitation 

afterwards,   to  wit,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1858,  was  of  the  ant 
married   at  St.    Pancras   to   William    Langham  Lehunte  anothcrwoman, 
Hazelrigge  Wilson,  her  husband,  Jonathan  Gotobed  being  J^^J^f  "fore  the 
at  that  time  alive.  time  of  his 

marriage  with 

The  defendant  pleaded  "  not  guilty."  the  defendant, 

Metcalfe  and  Carter  for  the  prosecution.  Sdi^riiv^e 

Ballantine,  Serjt,  and  Giffard  for  the  defence.  t^e^^mi, 

A  certificate  was  then  put  in,  by  which  it  appeared  that  evidencf  *'-^°' 
on  the  22nd  of  August,  1848,  the  prisoner  was  married  to  of «  prior  mar- 

nage  to  war- 

Jonathan  Gotobed,  at  Sl   Helen's   Chapel,   Brentwood,  rant  an 
Essex,  according  to  the  forms  of  the  Roman  Catholic  **^^"'"*  • 
Church.    The  defendant  was  described  as  Barbara  Ca- 
therine  Morris,  of  full  age,  spinster,  and  Gotobed  was 
described  as  a  bachelor. 

Mr.  W.  Smith  said, — I  am  a  corn  merchant,  and  I  was 
acquainted  with  Jonathan  Gotobed  before  his  marriage  in 
1848.  I  knew  the  defendant  and  her  family  before  she 
was  married,  and  after  the  marriage  took  place  they  both 
used  to  visit  at  the  house  of  a  friend  of  mine,  and  they 
passed  as  man  and  wife.  I  saw  Gotobed  three  or  four 
months  ago  at  the  police  court. 

Cross-examined. — I  heard  that  in  1842  or  1843  Gotobed 
was  in  Canada.  The  defendant's  family  lived  at  Brent- 
wood, in  Essex.  The  defendant  was  quite  a  young  woman 
when  she  was  married  to  Gotobed,  but  I  am  not  aware 
that  she  was  only  sixteen  years  old. 

The  second  marriage  certificate  was  then  put  in  evidence, 
and  it  appeared  by  it  that  the  defendant,  by  the  names  of 
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1862.  Barbara  Catherine  Howard  Gotobed  Gordon,  and  who 
was  described  as  a  widow,  was  married  to  William  Lang- 
ham  Lehunte  Hazelrigge  Wilson  by  special  licence,  at 
St.  Pancras  Church,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1858. 

Frances  Anne  Earle  said, — I  became  acquainted  with 
the  defendant  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1858.  About 
that  time  I  heard  that  she  was  going  to  be  married  to 
Captain  Wilson.  I  remember  upon  one  occasion  that  her 
sister  said  to  her,  when  the  marriage  with  Captain  Wilson 
was  talked  about,  '*  What  will  you  do  with  Jonathan  ?" 
The  defendant  replied,  **  He  is  all  right,  he  is  in  Canada." 
After  the  defendant  was  married  to  Captain  Wilson,  I 
remember  being  out  once  with  the  defendant  and  Captain 
Wilson,  and  we  met  Gotobed,  the  defendant's  first  husband, 
and  from  something  that  occurred.  Captain  Wilson  was 
induced  to  ask  who  he  was,  and  the  defendant  replied 
that  he  was  an  old  admirer  of  hers;  and  she  then  turned 
aside  to  me,  and  said  that  he  was  her  first  husband.  She 
said  this  to  me  in  a  tone  that  could  not  be  heard  by  the 
captain. 

An  acolyte  at  the  chapel  at  Brentwood,  at  which  the  de* 
fendant  was  married  in  1848,  identified  her  as  the  lady  who 
was  so  married  to  Gotobed ;  and  he  also  stated  that  he 
had  seen  the  latter  within  the  last  few  months. 

This  was  the  case  for  the  prosecution. 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  for  the  defence,  stated  that  the  real 
facts  of  the  case  were,  that  the  defendant  had  married,  when 
very  young,  this  man  Gotobed ;  but  very  soon  after  the  mar- 
riage she  found  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  passing  by  dif- 
ferent names,  and  she  suspected  that  something  was  wrong. 
She  subsequently  accompanied  him  to  Canada,  and  she  then 
speedily  discovered  that  he  was  married  in  1842,  or  about 
that  time,  to  another  woman,  and  that  his  wife  was  alive. 
The  moment  she  ascertained  the  fact  of  his  previous  mar- 
riage she  left  him,  and  returned  to  this  country,  where 
she  afterwards  was  married  to  Captain  Wilson.     Since  the 
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trial  the  defendant  had  gone  to  Canada,  in  order  to  procure  ^^^ 
the  necessary  evidence  to  establish  the  fact  that  her  first 
husband,  Gotobed,  was  a  married  man  at  the  time  he  went 
through  the  ceremony  of  marriage  with  her,  and  she  had 
succeeded  in  procuring  evidence  that  Gotobed  was  married 
in  that  country  previously  to  his  marriage  with  her,  and 
that  his  first  wife  was  alive  when  that  marriage  took  place. 
This  would  be  a  complete  answer  to  the  present  charge. 

The  following  evidence  was  then  adduced  for  the  de- 
fence : — 

Mrs.  Harriet  Allwood  deposed  that  she  had  been  com- 
panion to  the  defendant  during  the  last  twelve  months, 
and  she  was  at  Bow  Street  police  court  when  Mr.  Gotobed 
was  put  forward  as  her  first  husband.  She  afterwards 
saw  the  same  person  at  another  place,  and  pointed  him 
out  to  a  Mr.  Maugham.  She  believed  that  at  this  time 
Mr.  Gotobed  went  by  the  name  of  Gee. 

Cross-examined. — Witness  was  acquainted  with  the 
defendant  when  she  and  Gotobed  lived  together  as  man 
and  wife.  They  went  together  to  Canada  very  shortly 
after  the  marriage.  She  had  known  Gotobed  a  great 
many  years.  He  went  to  Canada  in  1837,  and  returned 
to  England  in  1846.  He  was  a  builder  by  trade.  He 
had  gone  by  the  name  of  Gee  since  his  return  to  England, 
and  she  had  also  known  him  go  by  the  name  of  Gotobeed, 
and  not  Gotobed. 

Mr.  Nicholas  Maugham  deposed  that  he  was  a  builder, 
carrying  on  business  at  Eglinton,  Canada  West,  and  he 
had  come  over  to  this  country  to  give  evidence  for  the 
defendant  at  her  request.  He  remembered  accompanying 
the  last  witness  to  a  place  where  a  person  was  pointed  out 
to  him  as  Mr.  Gee.  He  had  known  that  person  in  1837, 
at  a  place  about  four  miles  from  Toronto,  in  Canada.  At 
that  time  he  went  by  the  name  of  Brown.  He  lived  at 
this  place  about  four  years,  but  he  was  absent  for  a  short 
time,  and  witness  understood  that  he  went  to  Kingston. 
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1862.        He  was  gone  about  two  years,  but  certaiDly  before  the 


Queen 


year  1843,  and  when  he  returned  he  told  witness  that  he 
V.  had  brought  a  wife  with  him,  and  a  lady  accompanied 

him,  whom  he  treated  as  hit  wife,  and  every  one  else  re* 
garded  her  in  that  capacity  (a).  Her  name  was  Margaret. 
Witness  made  a  cradle  for  a  baby  that  was  born  while 
Brown  or  Gotobed  and  this  lady  lived  together.  He  went 
away  from  Canada  in  the  fall  of  1845,  leaving  the  lady 
behind,  and  witness  believed  that  she  was  not  aware  that 
he  intended  going  away,  and  she  was  left  in  a  destitute 
condition.  To  the  best  of  witness's  recollection,  the  wife 
did  not  stay  more  than  a  fortnight  after  her  husband  left. 
Her  name  before  her  marriage  was  Margaret  Guy,  and  he 
last  heard  of  this  person  being  alive  in  1851. 

Cbompton,  J.,  here  interposed,  and  addressing  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  inquired  whether,  after 
the  evidence  of  the  last  witness,  he  felt  that  he  ought  to 
carry  the  case  any  further.  There  was  evidence  of  a  prior 
marriage  to  the  one  that  was  the  subject  of  charge  (a),  and 
the  lady  was  proved  to  have  been  alive  in  1851,  after 
Gotobed  or  Brown  had  married  the  defendant;  and,  al* 
though  there  might  be  some  technical  diflSculty  in  proving 
the  marriage  in  Canada,  still,  if  there  was  reasonable 
doubt  of  the  fact,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  absolved  from 
a  charge  like  the  present 

(a)  It  was  long  ago  settled  that,  it  is  also  on  the  principle  of  estop- 
in  some  cases,  a  marrifige  may  be  pel  ( Ryam  v.  Sami,  12  Q.  B.  Rep. 
presumed  from  cohabitation  and  460).  When,  in  a  case  of  bigamy, 
genera]  reputation  in  favor  of  an  it  is  the  priwntr'i  marriage  which 
innocent  third  party  (see  Doe  d.  is  to  be  proved  on  the  part  of  the 
Fleming  v.  Fleming,  4  Bing.  266) ;  prosecution,  of  course,  as  a  crime 
and  even  where  the  action  is  against  cannot  be  presumed,  evidence  of  a 
the  person  or  persons  whose  mar-  legal  marriage  is  necessary ;  K.  v. 
riage  is  to  be  presumed,  to  recover  Flaherljf^  2  C.  &  R.  782.  But 
upon  contracts  of  the  wife,  &c.,  the  where  it  is,  as  in  the  present  case, 
presumption  being  in /bvor  of  mo-  a  previous  marriage  to  be  proved 
rality  (see  Evans  v.  Morgan,  2  C.  by  the  prisoner  as  matter  of  de- 
ft J.  456) ;  and  where  the  action  fence,  the  prisoner  is  in  the  position 
is  only  against  the  alleged  husband,  of  an  innocent  third  party. 


June  Settion. 
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Carter  said  that  he  certainly  felt  the  force  of  his  Lord-         1862. 
ship's  observations^  and  he  was  ready  to  fall  into  any  sug- 
gestion that  he  might  make  as  to  the  course  that  should 
be  taken. 

Crompton,  J.,  inquired  of  the  jury  what  view  they  took 
of  the  case. 

The  jury  said  they  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  quite  un- 
necessary to  hear  any  more  evidence,  and  they  at  once 
returned  a  verdict  of 

Not  guilty  {a). 

(a)  Vide  a  similar  ruling  of  Keating,  J.,  in  Humblin  v.  Shelton,  poti, 
p.  133. 


Coram  Bramwell,  B. 
REGINA  V.  SMITH. 
X HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  two  post  letters  Pofisession 
containing  a  bank  note  for  600/.,  and  also  a  valuable  se-  carrier  of  a 
curity,  being  a  Crystal  Palace  dividend  warrant,  the  pro-  ^^^  months 
perty  of  the  Postmaster-General.  after  it  has 

The  prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty.  post  and  lost: 

Clark  (with  whom  was  Metcalfe)  for  the  prosecution.      sufficient  evi- 
The  prisoner  was  undefended.  fclontous  steal- 

It  appeared  from  the  opening  statement  of  counsel,  and  »"« **y  ^*™» 
the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  that  accounted  for 

...  ujrii  urL*  u-         otherwise  than 

the  pnsoner  had  for  nve  years  before  his  apprehension  by  his  mere 
been  employed  as  a  sorter  and  letter-carrier  at  the  General  J^^d^found  h. 
Post  OflSce,  and  that  in  the  former  capacity,  namely,  as 
sorter,  he  had  been  employed  on  the  morning  of  the  17th 
of  January,  1861,  on  the  arrival  of  the  mail  bags,  in  sort- 
ing the  letters  for  delivery  in  the  East  Central  District. 
On  the  previous  evening,  the  16th  of  January,  1861,  it  was 
shown  that  Mr.  Haigh,  a  sharebroker  at  Huddersfield, 
enclosed  a  Bank  of  England  note  for  500Z.  (the  number 
and  date  of  which  were  kept,  and  now  proved  by  his  clerk), 
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1862.  and  the  warrant  specified  iu  the  indictment,  in  a  letter 
addressed  to  Messrs.  Moore  and  Carr,  Royal  Exchange 
Buildings,  London,  whose  offices  were  in  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict delivery,  and  that  letter  was  duly  posted  at  Hudders- 
field  on  the  16t6,  and  ought  to  have  arrived  in  London  on 
the  morning  of  the  17th  of  January,  1861.  It  was,  how- 
ever, proved  that  Messrs.  Moore  and  Carr  never  received 
the  letter  and  its  enclosure,  and  though  they  at  once  com- 
municated that  fact  to  Mr.  Haigh,  and  opened  a  corre- 
spondence with  the  post  office  authorities,  no  trace  what- 
ever was  eflfected  either  of  the  letter,  the  dividend  warrant 
or  the  bank  note.  The  prisoner  still  continued  as  sorter 
at  the  General  Post  Office  until  the  10th  of  the  present 
month  of  June,  when  he  was  brought  to  the  Greneral  Post 
Office  on  another  charge  relating  to  the  loss  of  certain  five 
pound  notes,  which  had  been  abstracted  from  letters  while 
in  transit  through  the  post  office.  On  being  interrogated 
as  to  one  of  the  five  pound  notes  which  still  remained  un- 
accounted for,  the  prisoner  was  asked  if  he  had  any 
other  notes  at  home,  on  which  he  replied  he  had  no  five 
pound  notes,  but  that  he  had  one  for  6002!.,  and  that  it 
would  be  found  cut  in  halves  in  a  cash-box  on  the 
drawers  in  his  bed-room,  at  his  residence  in  Dorchester 
Street,  New  North  Road.  An  officer  was  immediately 
sent  there,  and  the  prisoner's  wife  gave  up  the  cash-box, 
which  on  being  opened  at  the  post  office  in  the  prisoner's 
presence  was  found  to  contain  the  two  halves  of  the 
identical  bank  note  for  600/.,  which  had  been  remitted 
from  Huddersfield  by  Mr.  Haigh  to  his  London  bfokers, 
Messrs.  Moore  and  Carr,  so  many  months  before.  On  its 
production  by  the  officer,  the  prisoner  volunteered  a  state*- 
ment  that  he  had  picked  it  up  on  Finsbury  Pavement  in 
a  pocket-book,  ten  months  ago.  These  facts  having  been 
proved. 

The  prisoner,  when  called  upon  for  his  defence,  repeated 
his  former  statement,  that  he  had  found  the  note  in  ques- 
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tioD  ina  pockeUbooky  which  he  had  picked  up  on  Finsbury 
Paveroenti  and  added,  that  he  had  kept  it  all  this  time  in 
expectation  of  seeing  a  reward  oflTered  for  it,  which  he 
could  claim  as  his  remuneration.  He  admitted  his  guilt  as 
to  the  five  pound  notes^  but  declared  his  innocence  of  the 
present  charge. 

Bbamwbll,  6.  (to  the  jury). — The  possession  of  stolen 
property,  shortly  after  it  has  been  stolen,  is  strong  evi- 
dence, in  the  absence  of  explanation,  against  the  person 
charged ;  but  here  that  is  not  the  case,  for  the  note  was 
lost  many  months  before  the  prisoner  is  proved  to  have 
had  it,  and  although,  no  doubt,  the  prisoner  had  had 
the  note  for  months  in  his  possession,  yet  it  must  be  re- 
membered that  he  volunteered  the  statement  that  he  had 
found  it  in  a  pocket-book  at  the  spot  already  men- 
tioned. You  may  have  a  shrewd  suspicion  as  to  how  the 
prisoner  became  possessed  of  it,  but  suspicion  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  convict.  If  you  only  entertain  a  suspicion,  acquit 
the  prisoner. 

The  jury  returned  a 

Verdict  of  not  guilty. 


Coram  Cockbum,  C,  J. 

LANE  ..  PANTON.  ^^,^,,^  ,_ 

Declaration,  that  the   plaintiff  Jane,  being  sole  In  an  action 

on  a  contract 

and  unmarried,  had  been  seduced  by  the  defendant,  and  to  pay  a  woman 
bad  been  delivered  of  a  child  by  him,  and  that  afterwards,  forSie  support 
in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and   that  the  P'*^^"^'^  "{^Md^of^er's 
would  keep  the  child,  and  would  refrain  from  coming  near  by  the  de- 
to  the  defendant  and  molesting  him  in  any  manner,  the  condition  of 

her  not  molest » 
hg  him  ;  plea,  that  the  molesttd  him  by  charging  him,  falsely  and  maliciouslut  and  without 
any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  with  being  the  father  of  another  bastard  child,  and  getting 
an  order  upon  him  as  putative  father  (which  had  been  quashed  on  appeal): — Held,  that  to 
find  for  the  defendant  tne  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  the  charge  was  falsely  and  fraudulently 
Made,  and  that  they  must  decide  that  question  on  the  evidence  before  them,  without  any 
regard  to  the  decision  of  the  magistrates :  held,  also,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
htgim. 
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1862.  defendant  promised  to  pay  her  12«.  a  week^  as  aliment  for 
and  on  account  of  the  child. 

Averment^  of  all  conditions  precedent. 

Breach^  nonpayment  of  the  said  sum  for  thirty-five 
weeks. 

Common  count,  for  money  payable  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  child  for  the  defendant,  at  her  request,  &c. 

Pleas,  to  the  first  count,  except  as  to  5L  8s,,  being  nine 
weeks*  aliment,  that  after  the  weekly  sum,  in  this  plea 
mentioned,  became  due,  and  during  the  residue  of  the 
weekly  payments  of  the  said  count  mentioned  became  due, 
the  plaintiff  did  not  refrain  from  coming  to  or  near  the 
house  of  the  defendant  or  from  molesting  him,  but  on  the 
contrary  (a),  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  frequently  and 
on  divers  days  came  to  or  near  the  defendant's  house  for 
the  purpose  of  molesting  him,  and  then  did  so  molest  him, 
by  making  a  noise  and  disturbance,  &c.,  and  by  falsely  and 
maliciously  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause, 
charging  and  accusing  him  to  be  the  father  of  another 
bastard  child,  and  hy  falsely  and  maliciously,  &c.,  causing 
him  to  be  registered  as  the  father,  and  hy  falsely  and  ma- 
liciously and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  making 
an  application  to  a  police  magistrate  for  a  summons  on  the 
defendant,  as  the  alleged  father  of  the  child,  and  by  falsely, 
&c.,  procuring  it  to  be  served  on  the  defendant,  and  by 
falsely,  &c.  causing  him  to  appear  and  attend  before  the 
magistrate  to  answer  the  said  false  charge,  and  by  falsely, 
&c.  causing  the  magistrate  to  adjudge  the  defendant  to  be 
the  putative  father  of  the  child,  and  make  an  order  on  him 
as  such  putative  father  for  the  payment  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  the  mother  of  the  child,  of  a  certain  weekly  sum,  and 
which  order  was  obtained  by  the  false  testimony  and  im- 
position of  the  plaintiff,  and  all  which  said  acts  were  done 
by  the  plaintiff  with  the  intent  to  molest  the  defendant, 
and  whereby  and  by  reason  of  such  and  the  like  acts  of 

(a)  This  defined  the  breach  ;  Edge  v.  Pemberton,  12  M.  &  W.  187. 


Lane 


Panton. 
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the  plaintiflf  he  was  molested^  and  was  put  to  great  ex-         1862. 
pense  and  annoyance  in  appearing  against  the  order  and 
getting  it  quashed  and  set  aside,  wherefore  he  refused  to  v. 

continue  the  said  payments.  And  as  to  the  second  count, 
except  as  to  6/.  8^.,  parcel,  &c.  (averring  it  to  be  the  same 
sum  and  cause  of  action  as  in  the  former  count) :  never 
indebted  as  to  2L  8^.,  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  5/.  8s. 
payment;  and  as  to  the  residue,  payment  into  Court. 
Issue. 

H.  Mills,  Q.C.|  and  Day,  for  the  plaintiff 

Hawkins  and  Ribton  for  the  defendant. 

Hawkins,  for  the  defendant,  claimed  the  right  to  begin ; 
aody  as  the  onus  was  on  the  defendant  of  proving  one  en- 
tire plea, 

CoGKBURN,  C.  J.,  allowed  it,  as  the  law  was  admitted, 
subject  to  the  special  defence  set  up. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  first  count,  down  to  the  general 
averment  of  conditions  precedent,  were  proved. 

In  July,  1858,  the  first  child  was  born. 

In  March,  1859,  the  defendant  was  married. 

In  April,  1869,  the  plaintiff  molested  the  defendant  by 
going  to  his  house,  &c. 

On  the  30th  May,  1859,  the  agreement  declared  on  in 
the  first  count  was  entered  into ;  and  it  was,  as  there  stated, 
conditioned  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  molest  the  de- 
fendant in  any  way. 

The  allowance  was  paid  until  July,  1861. 

In  March,  1860,  the  plaintiff  told  the  attorney  of  the 
defendant,  who  paid  it  to  her,  that  she  was  again  with 
child  by  him ;  and  this  was  communicated  to  him.  And 
ia  that  year  she  went  to  his  house  and  annoyed  him. 

The  allowance  was  still  paid  to  her,  with  an  admonition 
that  if  she  so  acted  again  it  would  be  withdrawn. 

On  the  28th  September,  I860,  the  second  child  was 
born. 
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1862.  She  always  insisted  that  it  was  the  defendant's  child, 

^^'^^       and  the  allowance  was  still  paid. 
Lanb  . 

o.  In  July,   1861,  it  was  withdrawn  by  the  defendant's 

Panton. 

attorney. 

In  September,  1861,  she  took  out  a  bastardy  summons 
against  the  defendant,  upon  which  he  appeared  and  at- 
tended, and  an  order  was  made  upon  him  for  payment  of 
a  weekly  sum  for  the  support  of  the  second  child. 

In  November,  1861,  this  order  was  quashed  on  appeal; 
but  the  plaintiff,  being  then  an  inmate  in  a  workhouse, 
and  not  being  able  to  retain  an  attorney,  had  to  appear  in 
person. 

In  February,  1862,  the  present  action  was  brought. 
The  plaintiff  was  examined,  and  swore  positively  that  the 
defendant  was  the  father  of  the  second  child,  and  that  she 
bad  not  had  intercourse  with  any  one  else  until  after  its 
birth  ;  nor  was  there  evidence  that  she  had. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  swore  positively  that 
he  had  not  had  intercourse  with  her  after  his  marriage,  nor 
was  there  evidence  (other  than  the  plaintiff's)  that  he  had. 

There  was  no  other  positive  or  express  evidence /than 
this,  that  the  plaintiff's  charge  against  the  defendant  as  to 
the  second  child  was  false. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  other  molestation  after 
the  annoyance  upon  which  the  withdrawal  of  the  weekly 
sum  had  been  threatened  in  1860,  except  that  charge; 
and 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  ruled  that  the  continuance  of  the  pay- 
ments was  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  withdraw  the  allowance 
on  account  of  any  prior  breach  (a). 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

Mills  submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the 

(a)  This  was  in  accordance  with  repair  or  non-insurance  or  the  like, 
the  decisions  as  to  waiver  of  breach  and  was  doubtless  correct.  Vide 
of  condition  for  re-entry  on  non-      Doe  d.  fiu//ar  v.  Jones,  5  Exch.  498. 
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plaintiff  had  molested  the  defendant  by  coming  to  or  near  1862. 
his  house,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  plea  was  bad,  because 
the  scope  of  the  agreement  restricted  it  to  that  particular 
kind  of  molestation  which  the  parties  had  contemplated 
and  referred  to  at  the  time,  and  which  related  to  tlie^r^^ 
child;  and  that  it  could  not  be  deemed  to  refer  to  any 
future  child.  It  might  as  well  be  contended  that  it  would 
apply  to  an  action  for  any  past  or  future  debt. 

C!ocKBURif,  C.  J.y  thought  that  the  condition  in  the 
agreement  would  be  broken  by  a  false  and  fraudulent 
charge  made,  as  the  plea  alleged  it  to  have  been,  only  for 
the  purpose  of  molestation;  but,  if  necessary,  he  would 
reserve  the  point 

Mills  then  opened  a  case  for  the  plaintiff,  founded  on 
the  truth  of  the  charge  of  paternity  as  to  the  second  child. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  under  the  agreement,  unless  the  defendant 
makes  out  that  she  molested  him,  by  falsely  imputing  to 
him  that  he  was  the  father  of  the  second  child  (a).     And 

(a)  In  Gibbons  v.  VmtUoiu,  8  debt  would  clearly  be  no  breach. 
Com.  B.  Rep.  483,  it  was  held,  that  But  although  in  cases  of  covenant 
on  a  covenant  by  creditors,  in  a  against  claims  of  others  it  is  lawful 
deed  of  composition,  not  to  "  mo-  claims  which  are  meant,  i.  e.  claims 
leit*'  the  debtor,  "  contrary  to  the  for  which  there  is  legal  ground 
intent  of  the  deed,"  an  action  ( Young  v.  Raincock^  7  C.  B.  300), 
against  him  for  a  debt  included  in  yet  in  cases  of  contracts  not  to  mo- 
tbe  deed  was  a  breach.  But  that  lest,  of  course  only  a  groundlets  suit, 
was  because,  looking  to  the  scope  whether  for  an  old  claim  or  a  new 
of  the  deed,  it  was  impossible  to  one,  could  be  a  breach.  As,  how- 
doubt  that  tuing  him  for  the  old  ever,  the  contract  can  only  include 
debts  was  the  very  species  of  mo-  matters  existing  at  the  time,  or 
lestation  intended.  Apart,  how-  matters  unlawful  per  <e,  and  the 
ever,  from  express  contract,  the  charge  in  this  case  related  to  a  new 
mere  suing  a  man  even  maliciously  matter,  and  was  primdjacie  lawful, 
and  without  reasonable  ground  is  it  is  conceived  the  direction  was 
no  cause  of  action  (Davis  v.  Jen-  right,  that  it  would  not  be  a  breach 
kiwsj  U  M.  &  W.  745);  so  that  in  unless  it  was  a  false  and  Jrauduleni 
that  case  suing  the  debtor  for  a  new  charge. 

VOL.  III.  K                                                   F.F. 


Lane 

r. 

Panton 
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1862.  not  on\y  faUely,  but  fraudulently  and  knowing  it  to  be  a 
false  charge  (a). 

The  first  question  for  you  is,  whether,  in  fact,  the  de- 
fendant was  the  father  of  the  child  ? 

Secondly,  even  if  he  were  notf  did  the  plaintiff  really 
believe  him  to  be  so,  or  was  the  charge  wilfully  false? 

Of  course,  if  the  defendant  never  had  intercourse  with 
her  after  his  marriage,  it  tons  wilfully  false. 

Was  it  wilfully  false?  That  question  is  for  you  on  the 
whole  of  the  evidence,  without  regard  to  the  decision  of 
the  magistrates,  one  way  or  the  other. 

The  jury  could  not  agree,  and  eventually 
juror  withdrawn. 

(a)  This  would  be  so,  whether  a  probable  cause ;  if  civil,  it  would 

bastardy  summons  be  a  civil  or  cri-  not  be  a  cause  of  action,  even  al- 

minal  proceeding.     If  criminal,  it  though  malicious  and  without  rea- 

could  be  no  cause  of  action  apart  sonable  cause,  apart  from  express 

from  express  contract,  unlets  ma-  contract:  it  is  a  civil  proceeding, 

licious  and  without  reasonable  or  for  the  defendant  msy  be  examined. 


Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Westminster,  coram  Byles,  J. 

THE  CONSOLS  INSURANCE  ASSOCIATION  t;. 
NEWALL. 

A  deed  signed    XHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  company  against 
executed ;  and  the  defendant  as  a  shareholder,  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
callM^hrSSint''  ^™*  ^^'1  ^''^*-  P®*"  ^^^^^  ^"  ^^^  %b^rei^  in  the  company. 
SevCT  indebted.      The  declaration,  in  the  usual  statutable  form,  alleged 
If  a  party  exe-  ^^^  thg  defendant  was  the  holder  of  certain  shares  in  the 

cutes  a  deed 

under  a  false     company,  and  that  certain  calls  had  been  duly  made,  &c. 

representation 

as  to  its  effect        Pleas :  1.  Never  indebted. 

is  avoided  by        2.  That  the  defendant  only  agreed  to  become  a  share- 

^'"^'  holder  conditionally  upon  his  obtaining  a  certain  sum  of 

money,  which  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 

action  he  had  not  obtained. 


V. 
JNXWAU.. 
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3.  That  be  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  agreement  and        1862. 

to  execute  the  deed    by    the    fraud    and    covin  of  the  ^  *^"^^ 

,  ''  Thb  Consoui 

plai0tin8.  Insurance 

Association 

Skee,  Serjt.y  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Giffard  for  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  is  a  weaver  and  pattern 
des^ner  and  overlooker  of  a  silk  factory  at  Leek,  in 
Stafibrdshire ;  and  the  plaintiffs'  case  was,  that  when  the 
company  was  projected  the  defendant  approved  of  it  very 
much,  and  agreed  to  take  500  shares  at  1  /.  a  share,  and 
also  put  his  name  down  for  600  shares  for  his  wife,  and 
that  he  afterwards  signed  and  executed  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  company,  under  which  he  was  liable  to  be 
called  upon  to  pay  an  instalment  of  5^.  per  share.  The 
plaintiffs'  agents  proved  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  deed  was  put  in  evidence.  The  sche- 
dule contained  the  signatures  of  the  directors  and  share- 
holders.    It  was  proved  that  the  calls  were  due. 

This  was  the  plaintiffs'  case. 

In  support  of  these  pleas  the  defendant  stated  that 
there  was  not  the  number  of  500  shares  opposite  where 
he  wrote  his  name  when  he  wrote  it,  and  that  although 
he  said  he  should  like  some  shares  in  the  company, 
yet  he  said  he  could  not  take  them  unless  some  money 
which  he  was  expecting  was  paid  to  him.  The  plaintiffs' 
agents  told  him  he  need  not  take  the  shares  unless  he 
liked,  nor  unless  his  money  came  to  him  as  he  expected. 
They  further  told  him  that  the  company  would  soon  pay 
20  per  cent.,  like  the  Westminster  Joint-Stock  Bank,  and 
pay  also  a  handsome  bonus,  and  persuaded  him  to  sign 
bis  name  to  a  document,  the  nature  of  which  was  con- 
cealed from  him,  and  which  he  believed  only  to  be  a  list 
of  names  of  persons  proposing  to  take  shares,  and  did  not 
know  to  be  the  deed  of  settlement.  His  money  did  not 
come  as  he  expected,  and  when  he  was  written  to  about 

k2 


V. 

Nbwall. 
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1862.  the  sharesy  he  wrote  refusing  to  take  them,  and  repudiating 
The  Consols  '^^^''^S  anything  to  do  with  thena.  It  appeared,  on  looking 
Insurance  at  the  names  of  the  directors,  that  one  of  them  was  that 
of  **  Peter  Morison."  The  learned  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant contended  that  the  defendant's  plea  of  fraud  was  made 
out,  that  he  was  an  illiterate  man  who  had  been  deceived, 
and  induced  to  sign  his  name  by  false  representations,  and 
that  he  was  not  bound  by  his  signature.  And  also  that 
under  the  plea  of  never  indebted  he  was  entitled  to  the 
verdict,  as  he  had  not  really  executed  the  deed. 

Byles,  J.,  at  first  doubted,  but  ultimately  acceded  to 
this  latter  view. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say,  first,  whether  the  defendant  had  executed  the  deed, 
because  if,  when  he  wrote  his  name,  the  figures  **  600" 
were  not  opposite  his  name,  but  placed  there  afterwards, 
be  had  not  in  law  executed  the  deed  (a) ;  and,  secondly, 
whether,  when  he  wrote  his  name  agreeing  to  take  shares, 
it  was  conditionally  that  he  got  paid  the  money  he  ex- 
pected ;  if  so,  the  condition  not  having  been  performed, 
the  agreement  would  not  be  binding  upon  him — as  to  this, 
there  was  a  legal  difficulty,  which  would  arise  afterwards, 
as  to  a  verbal  condition  varying  his  written  agreement; 
and,  thirdly,  whether  the  nature  of  the  instrument  he  was 
signing  was  concealed  from  him,  and  whether  he  was  told 
that  his  signature  would  not  bind  him  to  take  the  shares. 
This  would  be  fraudulent,  and  go  to  the  root  of  the  con- 
tract (6).  Their  finding  on  these  issues  must  depend  on  the 
amount  of  credit  they  attached  to  the  respective  witnesses. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 

(a)  See  Swan  v.  The  Auitralian  {b)  See     Wright    v.    Campbell, 

Company,  Excb.,  T.  T.  1862.  Vol.  II.,  p.  393. 
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1862. 
HAMBLIN  V.  SHELTON.  ^^v-^ 

.  Trinity  Term, 

jnLCriON  on  a  guarantee  given   by  the  defendant  for  On  a  plea  of 

,  ,.    ,  ^       •       ,  the  defendant*! 

goods  supplied  to  another  person.  coverture,  her 

Plea :  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract  the  defendant  was  "^"riy^""* 

and  still  is  the  wife  of  one  Shelton.     Issue.  proved,  evi- 

dence admitted 

Murray  for  the  plaintiff.  theVralntiff^of 

cohabitation  of 

Bridge  for  the  defendant.  the  alleged 

*^  husband  be- 

The  guarantee  was  given  by  the  defendant,  in  the  name  ^^  witTano- 
of  Shelton,  for  goods  supplied  to  her  father,  an  innkeeper.  Jg^ut^S'^'Jje 
At  that  time  she  was  neither  living  with  him  nor  with  her  W*  wife,  and 
alleged  husband;  but,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  described  been  living, 
herself  as  a  widow.    In  point  of  fact,  she  had  been  a  widow  fend^ant's^mar- 
(of  one  Oram)  when  she  married  Shelton.    After  the  supply  riage,  with  him. 
of  the  goods,  her  name  was  set  up,  as  Elizabeth  Oram, 
over  her  father's  door.     On  the  plaintiff  inquiring  as  to 
her  name,  she  stated  that  she  had  been,  indeed,  married 
to  Shelton,  but  had  afterwards  heard  that  he  was  already 
married  at  the  time  he  married  her,  and  so  she  hesitated 
to  assume  his  name. 

For  the  defendant,  an  oflSce  copy — from  Somerset  House 
registry — of  a  certificate  of  the  marriage  of  one  "  Elizabeth 
Oram,  widow,"  with  one  "  Shelton,  bachelor,"  was  put  in, 
dated  in  1866,  before  the  time  of  the  contract. 

Keating,  J.  (to  the  counsel  for  the  defendant). — Do  you 
not  call  the  defendant,  or  any  witness  ?  (a)  No  doubt  the 
copy  of  the  certificate  is  (under  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99)  good 
evidence  per  se  of  a  marriage  (J) ;  but  do  you  go  no  fur- 
ther ?(c) 

(o)  To  prove  the  identity  of  the  name  stated ;  but  as  to  identity  of 

parties,  and  also  to  prove  that  Shel-  parties,  where  it  is  disputed,  there 

ton  was  alive  at  the  time  of  the  must  be  some  evidence, 
contract.  (c)   Vide  supra  (a) ;  ei  ride  R.  v. 

(6)  Between  some  parties  of  the  Wilson,  an/f ,  p.  1 22. 
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1862.  The  defendant  was  called  and  proved  that  she  was  the 

person  mentioned  in  the  certificate,  and  that  Shelton  was 
alive  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but  she  had  not  seen  him 
for  above  two  years. 

Cross-examined,  she  admitted  that  she  had  heard  that 
he  had  been  married,  to  a  woman  still  living,  at  the  time 
of  her  own  marriage  to  him,  and  had  heard  that  a  woman, 
since  her  own  marriage,  claimed  to  be  and  called  herself 
his  wife,  but  she  denied  that  she  had  any  knowledge  of  a 
prior  marriage,  nor  any  reason,  except  from  hearsay  of  the 
woman's  statement,  that  any  such  marriage  had  taken 
place,  and  she  also  denied  that  she  knew  of  any  one  except 
the  woman  herself  calling  her  Shelton*s  wife. 

Evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  offered,  that 
before  the  defendant's  marriage  with  Shelton  he  had  lived 
with  the  woman  referred  to  as  with  his  wife. 

Bridge  objected  to  the  evidence  (a),  but 

Kbatinq,  J.,  admitted  the  evidence  (i),  and  left  it  to  the 
jury  whether  they  were  satisfied  that  Shelton  had  been 
married  to  the  woman  referred  to,  as,  if  so,  then  no  doubt 
his  marriage  with  the  defendant  was  invalid,  and  her  plea 
was  disproved.  If,  however,  they  were  not  satisfied  of 
such  previous  marriage,  then  they  ought  to  find  for  the 
defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  Such  evidence  is  admissible  ment  against  her  for  bigamy.   Vide 

against  the  reputed  husband  in  an  R,  v.  Wilion,  ante,  p.  122.     It  is 

action  against  him  as  such  husband  perhaps  doubtful  whether  it  is  ad- 

{vide   Ryan   v.   Samt,   12   Q.   B.  missible  ogainsMhe  second  wife,  or 

Rep.  460 ;    Patole  v.  Codings  Vol.  against  any  third  party,  a  stranger. 

11.,  p.  585;  ted  vide  Gomme  v.  (b)  But  had  the  verdict  been  the 

Franklin,  Vol.   I.,  p.  465);   and  other  way  would  have  reserved  the 

it  is  also  admissible  in  forour  of  point  as  to  whether  the  evidence, 

the  second  wife,  as  on  an  indict-  even  if  admissible,  was  sufficient. 
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Coram  Erie,  C,  J.  '    v^^^/O 

BEHRENS  AND  OTHBRs  V.  ALLEN. 

L  Trinity  Term, 

IBEL.    The  action  was  by  the  plaintiffs^  as  traders.  Even  if  a  re. 

against  the  proprietor  of  the  Manchester  Guardian,  for  ^^^U^^,^ 

two  articles  therein,  impatin?  to  them  dishonest  deah'ngs.  pankmptcy, 

_,  .   ,  ,1  /.  imputing  to 

The  articles  purported  to  be  comments  on  reports  of  cer-  third  parties 
tain  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  at  which  it  transpired  that  g^g  fr^^the 
the  plaintifis  had  for  some  time  prior  to  and  just  before  *^°*''^"P*  ^ 

•  r  J  traders  under 

the  bankruptcy  purchased  from  the  bankrupts,  while  they  the  market 
were  insolvent,  large  quantities  of  goods  under  the  market  whUe  he  was 
price;  and  the  first  article,  the  subject  of  the  first  count,  privUeg^ed!* 
imputed  to  the  plaintiffs  (in  effect)  that  they  must  have  commente  on 
known  that  the  vendors  were  insolvent,  and  were  dispos-  imputing  that 
ing  of  the  goods  in  fraud  of  their  creditors,  likening  him  to  chalses^were 
the  Jew  Pagan,  &c. :  innuendo,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  JJfnesu"'— 
guilty  of  dishonest  dealings.  Heid^  notpri- 

The  second  count  was  on  an  article  on  the  24th  October,  a  plea  that  the 
in  answer  to  a  letter  from  the  plaintiffs,  complaining  of  ^*J^®*,^°'*^p 
the  former  one.     In  this  article  the  defendant,  in  effect,  ^^'  ^j>»^  *^« 

defendant  must 

reiterated  the  original  charges.    They  had,  however,  pub-  prove  the  <2is- 
lished  the  plaintiffs'  letter,  and  offered  to  publish   any      ^'^' 
other  from  them  on  the  subject,  but  professed  their  be- 
lief in  the  truth  of  these  charges,  and  challenged  legal 
enquiry. 

Pleas:  L  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  the  alleged  libels  were  true  in  substance  and 
f^i{a).     Issue. 

Shee,  Seijt,  E.  James  and  Pope  for  the  plaintiffs. 

BaviU,  Hawkins  and  J.  A.  Russell  for  the  defendant. 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  was,  that  the  bankrupts, 
calico  printers,  had  for  some  months,  between  December, 
1861,  and  March,  1862,  sold  to  the  plaintiffs  20,000  pieces 
of  grey  cloth  (materials  used  in  the  bankrupt's  business  as 

(a)  Held  good  on  demurrer,  the  charges  being  specific. 
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1862. 


Beiirens 

and  Others 

n. 

Allen. 


calico  printers,  and  therefore  not  usually  sold  at  all),  worth 
about  12,000/.,  at  prices  greatly  under  the  market  price  of 
the  day,  and  at  a  loss  of  about  1,300/.  The  sales  were  on 
a  promise  by  the  plaintiffs  not  to  re-sell  them  in  the 
Manchester  market,  and  were  not  in  the  usual  way  in  the 
markets,  but  by  private  arrangements,  and  the  last  trans- 
action being  a  few  days  before  the  bankruptcy ;  and  all 
this  appeared  in  the  report,  which  it  was  contended  was 
privileged.  But  there  was  no  express  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  the  circumstances  of  the  bankrupts  at  the 
time  or  supposed  them  to  be  insolvent^  nor  did  the  evi- 
dence, as  in  the  report  of  the  ex  parte  proceedings  on  the 
examination  of  the  bankrupts,  impute  that  they  had 
known  it ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  people  generally  supposed 
them  to  be  solvent.  And  the  plaintiffs  themselves  had 
been  examined. 

£rle,C.  J,  held,  that  even  if  the  report  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy  were  privileged,  (which  was  doubtful,) 
the  comments  were  not  so,  as  they  went  far  beyond  it,  and 
he  left  the  case  to  the  jury  on  the  plea  of  justification ; 
whether  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiffs  had  bought  the 
goods  knowingly  under  such  circumstances  as  that  they 
were  guilty  of  dishonest  dealings,  i.  e.,  knowing  that  the 
sellers  were  insolvent  or  likely  to  be  so  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff^  damages  1,000/. 


(a)  Unless  they  were  so,  the 
mere  selling  under  the  market  price 
would  be  no  fraud  in  thenit  and  the 
buying  would  be  no  fraud  in  the 


plaintiffs;  and  the  plea  put  de- 
fendant to  prove  the  tting  of  the 
charge;  Roberts v»  Broim,  lOBing. 
519. 


PEARCE  V.  TUCKER. 

|7Vtfif/y  Term.       . 

A  workman       JiLCTION  for  fitting  Up  a  kitchen  range  in  an  improper 

being  bound  to  .  .  ... 

do  his  work  in   &nd  unworkmanlike  manner. 

a  workmanlike 

manner,  it  is  no  excuse  for  his  doing  it  so  as  to  be  useless,  that  it  was  not  possible  to  do  it 

otherwise,  unless  he  told  his  employer  so. 
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Plea:  inter  alia,  that  the  range  was  not  put  up  in  an        1862. 
improper  manner. 

Murphy  for  the  plaintiflT. 

JUills  and  Hance  for  the  defendant. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  had  employed  the 
defendant,  as  a  workman  in  his  trade,  to  put  up  a  new 
kitchen  range  with  an  old  boiler  behind,  and  that  hot  water 
could  never  be  got  from  the  boiler,  as  there  were,  in  fact, 
no  flues  to  carry  the  heat  from  the  fire  to  and  about  the 
boiler. 

The  defendant  called  witnesses  to  prove  that  flues 
were  made  as  large  as  the  space  allowed  of,  but  that  the 
space  was  not  large  enough  to  make  them  effective, 
and  so  he  could  not  make  a  good  job  of  it  nor  of  the  old 
boiler,  which  was  badly  constructed. 

It  was  answered,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  known  that  he 
would  not  have  had  the  work  done  at  all.  And  it  did 
Dot  appear  that  the  defendant  had  told  him. 

Erlb,  C.J.  (to  the  jury), — Was  it  not  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  tell  the  plaintiff  that  he  could  not  do  the 
work  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  and  that  in  fact  it  would 
be  throwing  away  money  to  have  it  done  at  all,  as  it  must 
have  been  obvious  to  any  competent  workman  that  it 
could  not  be  properly  done.  If  so,  it  is  no  excuse  to  the 
defendant  that  he  could  not  do  the  work  properly ;  primd 
facie,  it  must  be  taken  that  a  workman  undertakes  to  do 
his  work  in  a  workmanlike  manner  (a).  If  the  plaintiff 
bad  been  told  that  it  was  impossible  to  do  it,  he  might  not 

(a)  Per  Parke,  B. — If  a  work-  defendant  might  show  under  the 

man  contract  to  supply  labour,  it  general  issue  that  the  machine  was 

must  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff  for 

labour  shall  be  of  the  quality  which  the  defendant,  and  that  it  did  not 

would  be  bestowed  by  a  workman  work  and  was  useless;  Grounselt  v. 

of  ordinary  skill    in    his    trade;  7>im6,  1  M.  &  W.  352.    As  to  nc- 

Cousens  ▼.  Paddon,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  thn  for  doing  work  in  an  improper 

547.   So  in  an  action  for  a  machine  way,  vide  Mondel  v.  Steele^  8  M.  & 

sold  and  delivered :  held,  that  the  W.  858. 
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1862.  have  had  it  done,  and  if  he  had,  then  he  could  not  have 
sustained  the  action.  But  non  constat  that  he  knew  it, 
whereas  the  defendant  must  be  taken  to  have  known  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  15/. 

Court  of  Exchequer f  Westminster,  coram  Wilde,  B. 
FLETCHER  v.  WINTER. 

Batter  Term, 

In  an  action  by  A.CTION  for  work,  &c.  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney. 

an  attorney  for  --,,,.  i    i  /.  inrti        r 

thecostoofan  The  claim  was,  to  recover  a  balance  of  132/.,  after  giving 
^ov^^.'th^uel.  credit  for  96/.  as  paid. 

the  subject  of        Pleas :  never  indebted  and  payment, 
a  specific  be-  ^  *' 

dalm^b*  the       -^V^y  SeymouT  for  the  plaintiff. 

Siir  tlv        ^«^ry,  Serjt,  for  the  defendant. 

?/fencc  b^fng       The  claim  related  to  the  expenses  of  the  probate  of  the 

that  the  action,  ^jjj  ^f  ^^g  Winter,  and  also  the  costs  of  suit  or  of  defence 

which  had  ^  ' 

failed,  waa  only  in  several  actions  brought  by  or  against  the  defendant  as 

brought  under    ..  ^ 

the  advice  of      DIS  exeCUtor. 

InVthlufwaa  *^  December,  1860,  the  will  (which  was  drawn  by  the 
wholly  useless;  plaintiff)  was  made.  In  December,  1861,  about  a  year 
course  being  to  afterwards,  the  testator  died.  The  will  directed  the  debts 
minis^tratton*  '  to  be  paid  out  of  the  residuary  estate,  and  there  were  ape- 
Chan™°"*  rth  ^''^^  bequests  of  the  bulk  of  the  property,  chiefly  to  an 
course  it  was  illegitimate  son  of  the  testator,  and  to  the  defendant,  his 
foundrneces-  nephew.  To  the  latter  was  left,  inter  alia,  a  barge  called 
-"flfwAlTauV  ^^^  Adonis,  which,  however,  after  the  testator's  death,  was 
was  neverthe-   claimed  by  his  reputed  son,  on  the  ground  of  an  alleged 

less  for  the  jury  . 

on  the  whole  gift  to  him  by  the  testator  a  few  days  before  his  death, 
th^r\he  cruree  ^^^f  therefore,  nearly  a  year  after  the  will.  The  defendant, 
but  whaherit  ^^^  ^°'®  executor,  was  introduced  to  the  now  plaintiff,  an 
was  so  wholly  attorney,  by  one  Kent,  and  employed  him  to  take  out  pro- 
the  defendant  bate  of  the  will,  the  expense  of  which  was  about  39/., 
benefiTfrom  u^  ^**'^'^  ^««  "^*  disputed,  and  had,  indeed,  been  almost 

but  heldy  also, 

that  attornies  might  be  called  and  examined  as  skilled  witnesses  on  that  question. 
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(widy  being  eo?ered  (except  as  to  4/.)  by  a  sum  of  S5L  paid        1862. 
00  account. 

The  rest  of  the  claim,  in  respect  of  the  costs  of  the 
actions,  was  in  the  course  oF  the  causes  abandoned,  except 
so  far  as  related  to  the  costs  oF  an  action  brought  by  the 
now  deFendant,  as  executor,  against  the  reputed  son,  to 
recover  the  disputed  barge,  the  Adonis. 

The  case  for  the  now  defendant  was,  that  this  action 
was  brought  (as  the  others  had  been)  under  the  advice  of 
the  now  piaintiflT,  and  that  it  was  worse  than  useless. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  gave  Kent  a  commission 
on  business  he  introduced  to  him,  and  chiefly  carried  it  on 
by  a  clerk,  named  Birch,  to  whom  also  he  allowed  such  a 
commission,  and  who,  in  his  turn,  got  business  done  by 
one  Richards.  The  now  defendant  was  an  illiterate,  igno- 
rant man,  and  stated  that  he  left  the  matter  in  the  hands 
of  the  now  plaintiff,  his  attorney;  and  that  Kent  saw  him 
now  and  then  about  it,  but  did  not  consult  him  at  all 
about  the  course  to  be  taken. 

In  March,  1861,  after  the  action  for  the  barge  was  com« 
menced,  the  other  side  had  taken  out  a  summons  for  an 
administration  in  Chancery,  but  the  now  plaintiff  did  not 
consult  his  client,  the  executor,  the  now  defendant,  about 
it,  and  would  not  accede  to  that  course  being  taken.  At 
that  time  the  costs  of  the  action  for  the  barge  only  came 
to  8/.  It  was  ultimately  taken  down  to  trial  by  the  now 
phintifF,  and  the  verdict  was  against  his  client,  the  now 
defendant  (the  jury  finding  in  favour  of  the  alleged  gift), 
so  that  he  became  liable  for  120/.,  the  costs  of  the  other 
side,  as  well  as  for  his  own,  which  formed  the  bulk  of  the 
claim  in  the  present  action. 

The  plaintiff  declared  that  the  proper  course  was  For  the 
executor  to  bring  an  action  at  law  to  recover  the  barge 
(as  it  was  in  the  possession  of  the  legatee  at  the  time  oF 
the  death);  because,  besides  the  specific  legacies,  there 
was  quite  enough  to  pay  the  debts.     He  said  he  had  as- 
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18G2.  ceriained  the  amount  of  the  debts  and  assets  as  well  as  he 
couldy  and  that  the  debts  were  300/.,  and  the  assets  1,100/. 
This  latter  estimate,  however,  it  should  seem,  comprised 
the  whole  estate,  including  the  value  of  the  specific  lega- 
cies ;  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  assets,  exclusive  of 
the  specific  bequests,  only  came  to  120/.,  i.  e.  not  enough 
to  pay  the  debts. 

And,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended  that 
the  proper  course  would  have  been  to  take  out  an  adminis- 
tration summons,  or  go  in  under  that  taken  out  by  the 
legatee,  as  it  was  impossible  to  avoid  the  necessity  of 
going  into  Chancery ;  because  the  assets  were  not  sufli- 
cient  without  taking  in  the  specific  bequests,  and  the 
assets  could  only  be  marshalled  in  Chancery. 

Mr.  Barnard,  who  had  been  counsel  engaged  for  the 
now  defendant  in  the  action  for  the  barge,  was  called  to 
prove  that  the  course  taken  in  that  action  was  proper,  and 
that  there  was  a  case  for  the  plaintiff  therein. 

It  did  not,  however,  appear  that  there  had  been  a  case 
laid  before  the  learned  counsel  to  advise  as  to  the  proper 
course  to  be  taken,  whether  it  should  be  an  action  or  an 
administration  summons;  and  the  case  for  the  now  de- 
fendant, as  already  stated,  was,  not  that  the  action  itself 
had  been  badly  conducted,  but  that  it  was  a  wholly 
wrong  and  useless  course  to  take,  since,  even  had  the  then 
plaintiff  succeeded,  there  would  have  been  still  a  necessity 
to  resort  to  Chancery ;  whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the 
case  had  been  taken  into  Chancery  at  once,  the  whole 
matter  might  then  have  been  settled,  without  any  action 
at  law. 

In  support  of  this  view  Mr.  Mayhew,  who,  in  July, 
1861,  had  been  employed  by  the  now  defendant,  was 
called,  and  stated  that  the  proper  course  was  to  take  out 
an  administration  summons,  and  that  thereon  all  parties 
would  have  been  examined,  and  the  chief  clerk  might,  if 
the  parties  consented,  have  adjudicated  as  to  the  barge ; 
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or,  ir  it  had  been  required  and  deemed  necessary,  the  1862. 
Court  could  have  directed  an  issue  of  fact ;  but  that,  in 
that  case,  probably  the  defendant  would  not  have  had  to 
pay  costs,  and  that,  in  the  proceedings  in  Chancery,  all 
questions  could  have  been  settled,  and  the  assets  mar- 
shalled ;  and  he  had  himself  found  it  necessary  in  the  end 
to  take  out  an  administration  summons,  in  which  all 
matters  were  wound  up. 

Several  other  attornies  were  called,  who  gave  similar 
evidence,  that  the  proper  course  to  take  was  to  go  into 
Chancery,  and  that  the  course  which  had  been  taken  was 
improper  (a). 

This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  the  objection  not 
being  distinctly  and  formally  pressed, 

WiLDB,  B.,  took  no  note  of  the  objection,  and  admitted 
the  evidence  (6). 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

WiLDB,  B.  (to  the  jury). — The  question  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff's  services  in  the  suit  as  to  the  barge  were  such  as 
to  be  wholly  useless  to  the  now  defendant.  If  not,  he  is 
entitled  to  recover,  even  although  there  might  be  ground 
to  maintain  an  action  for  negligence.  Now  the  question 
as  to  the  barge  could  only  (except  by  consent)  have  been 
determined  by  the  trial  of  an  issue  or  action  at  law ;  and 
the  defendant  has  had  it  tried,  and  has  so  far  derived 

(a)   The    witnesses    were    not  II.,  P*  ^78. 
merely  asked  this,  but  also  whether  (6)  And  though  in  his  absence  a  ' 

the  plaintiff  had   been,   in   their  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  granted,  on 

opinion,  guilty  of  negligence,  and  the  ground,  inter  alia,  of  the  im- 

this,  no  doubt,  was  a  step  beyond  proper  admission  of  this  evidence, 

the  limits,  as  it  was  asking  them  yet,  as  he  informed  the  Court  when 

the  very  question  the  jury  had  to  the  rule  came  on  to  be  argued,  that 

determine.    See  Campbell  v.  Rich-  the  objection  had  not  been  pressed, 

ordEi,  2  N.  &  M.  542.    But  that  the  the  Court  refused  to  entertain  it, 

questions  were    admissible,  and  seemed  to  think  that  there  was 


see  Chapman  v.  Walton,  10  Bing.      nothing  in  it.     Vide  supra  (a). 
57;  ei  vide  Hatch  v.  Letoii,  Vol. 
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benefit  from  it,  although  he  has  not  succeeded.  IF  you 
think,  however,  that  there  was  such  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  by  reason  thereof  the  defendant 
derived  no  benefit  from  his  services,  find  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (a). 


(a)  A  rule  was  obtained,  partly 
on  the  ground  of  the  improper  ad- 
mission of  evidence  (as  to  which, 
however,  vide  ante),  but  chiefly  as 
against  evidence.  It  was  argued 
in  the  Sittings  after  T.  T.,  before 


Pollock,  C.  B.,  Beamwell,  B., 
and  Wilde,  B.,  by  Parry,  Seijt., 
and  Digby  Seymour,  The  Court 
took  time  to  consider,  but  gave  no 
judgment  that  Term. 


Middtetes 

Sittings, 

Easter  Term, 

1861. 

A  sub' con- 
tractor, suing 
the  employer 
for  work  extra 
the  original 
contract  must, 
put  in  that 
contract,  if  in 
writing,  and 
also  prove  a 
separate  and 
distinct  con- 
tract with  the 
employer  to  do 
the  work  sued 
for. 


Coram  Cliannell,  B. 
ECCLES  V.  SOUTHERN. 

Action  for  work  and  materials. 

Plea :  never  indebted. 

Milward  (with  him  Giffard)  for  the  plaintiif. 

Monk  and  Kemplay  for  the  defendant. 

The  work  was  stone-work  done  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  being  called,  stated  that  one  Trimlet  had  made  a 
contract  in  writing  with  the  defendant  to  do  work  at  a 
certain  asylum,  but  that  the  work  for  which  this  action 
was  brought  was  quite  distinct  from  the  work  under  that 
contract,  and  under  a  separate  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant. 

Channbll,  B.,  thereupon  ruled  that  the  contract  be- 
tween Trimlet  and  the  defendant  need  not  at  present  be 
produced. 

The  plaintiff,  on  cross-examination,  said  that  this  work 
was  "extras  on  Trimlet's  contract;"  that  Trimlet  con- 
tracted with  Southern,  the  defendant,  for  certain  work  ; 
that  then  he,  the  plaintiff,  contracted  with  Trimlet  to  take 
it  under  him,  and  got  the  quantities  from  him,  and  was  to 
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pay  him  a  smali  sum  for  it.  Trimlet  told  him  he  had 
cootimcted  with  the  defendant  for  it,  that  the  work  was  in 
that  contract 

Monk  then  objected  that  the  plaintiff  was  really  a  sub- 
contractor (a)  under  Trimlet,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  in 
the  same  position ;  that  therefore  the  written  contract  of 
Trimlet  with  the  defendant  must  be  produced. 

Channell,  6.,  was  of  that  opinion,  but  not  wishing  to 
stop  the  case,  offered  to  reserve  leave  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Ultimately,  however,  the  contract  was  produced,  and 
witnesses  were  called  on  both  sides. 

Channsll,  B.  (to  the  jury). — Was  there  a  distinct  con- 
tract by  the  defendant  with  plaintiff  to  do  this  work  for 

him? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffC^). 

(«)  A  subcontractor  cannot  sue      East,  62,  in  notit. 
the  employer  for  work  within  the  (/')  A  nonsuit  was  entered, 

contract;  Bramah  v.  Abingdon,  15 


1861. 


Coram  Martin,  B. 
SMITH  AND  OTHERS  V.  RUDHALL. 


Trinity  Tern, 
.  1862. 

A.CTION  for  the  price  of  lime,  &c.  sold  to  the  defendant.  Defendant 
Plea:  never  indebted.  p?oyefa" 

Prentice  (with  him  Connolly)  for  the  plaintiffs.  some  houses, 

and  given  a 
Denman  and  Powell  for  the  defendant.  guaranue  for  a 

supply  of  ma- 
One  Jenkins  had  contracted  with  the  defendant  to  build  terials  to  the 

him  two  houses.    Jenkins  wanted  the  plaintiffs  to  supply  certain^amount, 

the  lime,  &c.,  but  they  declined  to  do  so  without  a  gua-  ^^^^^^^^^ 

rantee.    The  defendant  gave  a  guarantee  for  the  amount  further  supply 

of  200/.,  and  lime  to  that  amount  was  supplied  and  paid  amount,  and 

for  by  the  defendant     More  lime  was  still  required,  and  "a^IITng  be^Ji''' 

supplied  on  the 
otder  of  the  builder'^ the  defendant  being  constantly  on  the  premises : — Held,  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  whether  he  had  so  acted  as  to  lead  the  plaintiff  to  believe  that  the  loiter  supply  was 
to  be  on  bis  aredit 
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Smith 

and  Others 

e. 

RUDHALL. 


for  this  the  defendant  gave  an  order  on  the  plaintifTsy 
"  supply  so  mujch  lime,  &c./'  but  limited  to  the  amount 
of  50/. ;  and  the  lime  to  that  amount  was  supplied  and  paid 
for  as  before.  Jenkins  still  required  some  more,  and  more 
was  supplied  by  the  plaintiffs  on  his  order,  to  the  amount  of 
nearly  50/.^  without  any  further  express  order  or  authority 
from  the  defendant;  but  he  was  on  the  spot  continually, 
and  indeed  resided  in  one  of  the  houses,  then  completed. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  contract  by  him  to  pay  for 
this  latter  supply,  the  original  guarantee  and  the  subse- 
quent order  being  both  limited  in  amounts. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Martin,  B.  (to  the  jury). — Did  the  defendant  so  act  as 
to  lead  the  plaintiffs  to  suppose  that  the  supply  in  question 
was  to  be  on  his  credit?     If  so,  find  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  (a), 
(a)   Vide  Sweeting  v.  Asplin,  7  M.  &  W.  165. 


Trinity  Term, 

In  an  action 
for  the  price  of 
articles  of 
house  furniture 
ordered  by  the 
ton  of  the  de- 
fendant in  his 
name,  the  fact 
that  ihe  father^ 
the  defendant, 
some  months 
afterwards, 
came  to  reside 
in  the  house 
and  claimed 
the  goods  as 
hi8:-/fftf, 
evidence  from 
which  a  jury 
might  infer  his 
adoption  of  the 
order. 


BROOKS  V.  MERRYWEATHER 

Action  for  goods  sold. 

Plea :  never  indebted,  and  payment  after  action  brought. 

Talfourd  Salter  for  the  plaintiff*. 

Tindal  Atkinson  for  the  defendant. 

In  June,  1860,  a  customer  of  the  plaintiff*,  an  upholsterer, 
at  Brighton,  had  introduced  to  him  the  son  of  the  defend- 
ant, as  ''  Captain  Merryweather,"  and  he  had  ordered 
some  carpets,  &c.  to  be  sent  to  a  certain  house,  as  the 
plaintiff  Q?i\Aj  for  his  father,  the  defendant;  but,  as  he  said, 
for  himself.  In  point  of  fact,  the  father  had  not  been,  and 
was  not,  at  Brighton  at  the  time,  and  the  goods  were 
selected  and  purchased  by  and  for  his  son.    They  were, 
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however,  sent  with  a  bill  made  out  to  Mr.  Merry  weather; 
and  it  appeared  that  the  son  had  changed  his  name  to 
Merryweather  Turner,  and  although  he  said  that  among 
his  friends  he  still  used  the  name  of  Merryweather  only, 
he  admitted  that  on  all  public  occasions,  and  sometimes 
to  tradesmen,  he  went  by  the  other  name.  The  plain- 
tiff knew  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  personally ;  and 
there  was  evidence  that  the  son  had  publicly,  in  Brighton, 
assumed  the  name  of  Merryweather  Turner.  The  plain- 
tiff had  notice  to  produce  his  books,  but  they  were  not 
called  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  A  second  in- 
voice was  sent  in,  made  out  to  the  son. 

In  July,  1861,  the  defendant,  the  father,  came  to  reside 
at  Brighton  at  the  house  in  question,  where  the  carpets 
were  laid  down,  and  there  he  and  his  son  had  resided 
since.  There  was  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  rated 
for  the  house  (a).  Just  after  he  came  there  were  applications 
for  payment,  and  then  a  writ  issued  against  him,  which, 
however,  was  not  served  until  October.  In  November, 
the  debt  was  paid  by  the  son,  but  the  father's  liability 
was  disputed,  and  the  action  was  continued  on  account 
of  the  cosls. 

In  March,  1862,  there  was  a  writ  of  execution  against 
the  son ;  and  when  the  officer  came  to  levy,  the  defendant, 
the  father,  claimed  the  goods  as  his;  his  son  supported  the 
claim,  and  the  officer  withdrew. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Martin,  B.  (to  the  jury). — The  first  question  is,  whether 
the  plaintiff  believed,  when  he  was  supplying. the  goods, 
that  they  were  supplied  on  the  orders  and  the  credit  of  the 
defendant?  That  is,  did  the  son  so  conduct  or  express 
himself  as  to  lead  the  plaintiff  to  believe  so?  But  that 
will  not  be  enough,  unless  the  defendant  authorized  or 
afterwards  adopted  that  conduct,  or  act,  of  his  son.     And 


1862. 


(a)  See  Justice  v.  £/«/o6,  Vol.  I.,  p.  256,  et  vide  pott. 
VOL.  III.  L  F.F. 
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the  next  question,  thereFore,  will  be,  whether  the  defendant 
did  so  adopt  it?  The  original  invoice  is  important  on  the 
first  point;  the  second  matters  not,  for  the  point  is,  to 
whom  was  the  credit  given  at  the  time  of  the  order?  For 
that  reason  it  is  that  the  original  entries  in  the  books  are 
so  important  (a).  Then,  as  to  the  other  question,  how  far 
the  defendant  is  responsible  for,  or  adopted,  his  son's  acts ; 
their  statements  to  the  bailiff  are  important ;  and  so  is  the 
fact  of  the  payment  of  the  debt,  for  though  the  payment 
was  by  the  son,  it  was  in  an  action  against  the  defendant. 
The  fact  of  the  payment  of  the  rates  by  the  defendant  is 
evidence,  but  very  weak  evidence  (6),  for  the  name  might 
have  been  given  by  a  servant. 

(fl)   Vide  Charlton  v.  Allen^  Vol.  II.,  p.  549. 
(i)   Vide  ante,  p.  145  (a). 


Trinity  Term. 

On  a  contract 
by  a  retiring 
partner  to  pay 
a  certain  turn, 
b^  bills  due  at 
different 
periods,  two 
only  of  them 
having  become 
due  before 
action,  and  to 
execute  a  deed 
of  dissolution, 
the  plaintiff 
was  held  en- 
titled  to  re- 
cover  the  whole 
sum  (less  inte- 
rest), and  a 
further  sum,  to 
be  reduced  to 
a  shilling  on 
bis  execution 
of  the  deed,  but 
not  the 

expenses  of  the 
deed. 


MORLEY  V.  BAKER. 

-AUCTION  on  a  contract  for  a  dissolution  of  partnership 
between  the  parties,  reciting  that  500Z.  was  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  a  balance  of  accounts;  and 
the  covenant  being,  that  the  defendant  would  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  said  sum  so  due  and  owing  to  him;  the  same 
to  be  secured  by  bills  of  exchange  of  the  defendant,  as 
follows,  i.  e.  26Z.  in  six  months,  26/.  in  twelve  months, 
60Z.  in  fifteen  months,  &c.  There  was  also  a  covenant  by 
the  defendant  to  execute  a  deed  of  dissolution. 

Averment,  that  only  two  of  the  bills  had  been  given 
(which  had  become  due  before  action),  and  that  the  deed 
bad  been  tendered  to  the  defendant  for  execution. 

First  breach,  that  he  had  not  given  the  other  bills. 

Second  breach,  that  he  had  refused  to  execute  the  deed. 

Prentice  for  the  plaintiff. 
Clear  for  the  defendant. 
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The  agreement  was  proved  and  put  in,  and  it  appeared 
Uiat  the  stipulations  were  distinct  and  independent  (a). 

The  tender  of  the  deed  and  the  defendant's  refusal  to 
execute  was  admitted. 

ClutTf  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 
could  only  recover  the  amount  of  the  two  bills  which  were 
due  (6),  and  merely  nominal  damages  on  the  other  breach. 


1862. 


(a)  From  the  case  of  Brhtow 
y.  Fairchtigh,  1  M.  &  G.  143,  it 
would  teem  that  the  stipulations  as 
to  the  deed  and  as  to  the  bills  might 
be  the  subject  of  separate  actions. 
.  (4)  It  has  never  been  clear  on 
what  principle  in  such  cases  a 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
whoU  sum,  but  it  has  long  been 
settled  that  he  is,  whether  or  not 
he  might  bring  separate  actions.  A 
bond  for  payment  of  money  by  in- 
stalments is  forfeited  by  the  non- 
psyment  of  any  one  instalment; 
but  there  is  a  difference  between 
an  action  on  such  a  tpecialty  and 
an  action  on  a  contract  for  paying 
several  sums  at  different  times;  Co. 
Litt.  222  b,  292;  10  Rep.  128; 
Cm/cs  v.  HewUt,  1  Wilson,  80. 
But  such  a  bond  or  contract  is 
within  the  statute  of  8  &  9  Will.  3, 
if  with  a  penalty  (  WiUoughbt/  v. 
Swintom,  6  East,  550);  so  that  for 
instalments  execution  could  not  be 
sued  out  without  $cL  Ja.,  which 
would  seem  to  involve  that  ou  a 
bond  there  would  be,  but  for  the 
statute,  a  necessity  for  different  ac- 
tions for  the  different  instalments. 
That,  however,  would  be  a  case  of 
debt,  and  the  reason  would  be 
founded  on  the  technical  distinction 
between  actions  for  debt  and  da- 
msge,  on  which  it  was  decided  that 
in  actions  of  debt  the  action  is  not 


to  be  brought  to  recover  the  whole 
sum  until  all  the  instalments  were 
due,  but  that  in  actions  of  assump- 
sit it  might;  Rudder  v.  Price,  1 
H,  Bla.  554.  Where,  however, 
the  demand  is  for  payment  of  A 
sum  of  money,  it  is  a  technical  fic- 
tion to  call  the  sum  recovered  da- 
mages,  and  it  is  the  specific  debt 
which  is  given ;  and  now  under  the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  95,  the  dis- 
tinction is  abolished.  The  tubstan' 
tial  question  is,  how  far,  as  damage 
for  nonpayment  of  one  instalment, 
the  jury  can  give  the  wktde  sum, 
which  probably  may  technically  de- 
pend on  whether  the  contract  is 
entire  or  not,  though,  between  a 
contract  to  pay  a  sum  of  500/.  by 
five  instalments,  and  to  pay  five 
sums  of  100/.  each,  there  is  no  real 
or  substantial  difference.  That  in 
such  a  case  the  Statute  of  Limita^ 
tions  would  run  as  to  each  instaU 
ment  from  the  time  it  became  due, 
see  Gray  v.  Pindar,  2  B.  8t  P.  427; 
Heips  V.  Winterbotham,  2  B.  & 
Adol.  431;  and  the  matter  being 
one  of  damage,  it  seems  clear  that 
the  jury,  in  an  action  before  all  the 
instalments  are  due,  would  not  be 
bound  to  give  the  whole  sum.  And 
if  they  do,  as  it  seems  they  may,  it 
is  probably  to  be  taken  to  be  on  the 
principle  that  it  is  as  damage,  not 
for  the  nonpayment  of  the  instal- 
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Prentice,  for  the  plaintiff^  claimed  to  recover  the  whole 
sum  of  600Z.  (less  interest),  and  substantial  damages  on 
the  other  breach,  at  least  for  the  expense  of  preparing  the 
deed. 

Martin,  B. — As  to  the  first  breach,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  whole  sum,  less  interest.  As  to  the 
other  breach,  he  cannot,  I  think,  recover  the  expenses  of 
the  deed;  but  a  substantial  sum,  say  500/.,  to  be  reduced 
to  a  nominal  amount  on  his  executing  the  deed. 

Verdict,  accordingly,  for  600/.  on  the 
first  breach,  less  interest;  and  500/. 
on  the  second  breach,  to  be  reduced 
to  one  shilling  on  defendant's  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  (a). 


ments  due,  but  for  the  breach  of  an 
entire  contract  to  pay  the  whole, 
though  the  particular  breach  is 
non-payment  of  part.  If  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  bring  another  action, 
then  he  is  compelled  either  to  lose 
the  rest,  or  be  kept  out  of  the  tohole 
until  all  is  due;  and  perhaps  on 
that  principle  the  jury  might  give 
the  whole  as  damage,  just  as  in  a 
case  of  wrongful  dismissal  the  jury 
may  in  an  action  brought  before 
the  term  of  service  is  over  give  dar 
mages  for  the  whole  term  (Good- 
man V.  Pocock,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
410),  though  the  plaintiff  has  in 
that  case  (and  possibly  in  this)  an 
election  of  two  remedies,  taking  his 
chance,  if  he  chooses  to  sue  before 
the  time  is  up,  of  getting  the  whole 
in  damages.  That  separate  actions 
might  be  brought,  see  HartiU  v. 
Brown,  3  Exch.  Rep.  434. 


(a)  That  in  such  a  case  the  ac- 
tion must  be  for  not  giving  the 
bills,  see  Paul  v.  Dod,  2  C.  B.  Rep. 
800,  even  where  there  would  be  a 
cause  of  action  apart  from  the 
agreement  to  give  the  bills.  But 
that  there  is  no  difference  as  to  da- 
mage, between  a  contract  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  and  to  give  a  bill  for 
it,  seems  to  follow  from  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  a  bill,  negotiable,  is 
taken  as  prima  facie  payment,  until 
returned  dishonoured,  on  which 
principle  it  is  a  good  plea  that  such 
a  bill  has  been  taken  **  for  and  on 
account  of  a  debt ;"  Kemp  y.  Watt, 
15  M.  &  W.  672.  A  man  could 
not  be  permitted  to  presume  that 
his  bill  would  be  dishonoured.  And 
in  actions  for  not  giving  a  bill,  it  is 
believed  the  plaintiff  always  reco- 
vers the  full  amount  of  the  debt, 
less  discount. 


action. 
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HARTLAND  and  others  v.  JUKES  and  others.  ^-^/-^ 

XhIS  was  an  action  by  the  public  officer  of  the  Glou-    Trinity  Term. 
cester  Banking  Company  against  the  executors  of  one  p,^able  on 
Steward,  on  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  dated  4th  demand,  given 
December,  1866,  by  him  and  one  W.  Courtnay,  for  200/.,  agreeinemac 
payable  on  demand  to  the  bank.  banking  ac-* 

Second  count,  on  an  agreement  by  way  of  continuing  ^^JJ^g^^jf^ 

guarantee  for  any  balance  that  might  be  due  on  Courtnay*8  from  the  day 

•  .  it  is  given,  and 

account.  it  it  not  kept 

Averment  of  a  balance.  ^^^l^l  tl 

Breach,  non-payment.  <^"">  ^^  ?»y- 

'  *^   •'  ...  mentsmade 

Plea:  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  upon  that  ac- 

count, nor  does 

Macnamara  and  T,  C  Mathew  for  the  plaintiff.  *^«  agreement 

'  create  a  dit- 

Collier  and  Marsh  for  the  defendant.  ^!1?*J'''*^  **^ 

On  the  day  the  note  was  given  a  memorandum  was 
signed  by  both  parties,  to  the  effect  that  the  note  was 
given  to  the  bank  as  a  further  and  collateral  security  for 
the  banking  account  intended  to  be  kept  by  W.  C.  with 
them,  and  '^  they  are  at  liberty  to  recover  from  us,  or  each 
of  us,  up  to  that  amount,  all  or  any  sums  in  which  W. 
Courtnay  may  be  indebted  on  such  account  for  monies 
lent  to  or  advanced  by  the  bank  to  him." 

The  account  with  Courtnay  was  settled  half-yearly. 

In  June,  1856,  the  balance  against  him  was  194/. 

Macnamara,  for  the  plaintiff,  relied  on  the  agreement 
as  an  answer  to  the  plea  of  the  statute,  contending  that  it 
made  the  note  a  continuing  security,  available  so  long  as 
any  balance  existed  against  Courtnay  upon  the  banking 
account,  or  itself  created  a  right  of  action  as  a  continuing 
guarantee,  on  which  there  was  a  cause  of  action  in  1866. 
He  cited  Webb  v.  Spicer{a);  but 

Martin,  B.,  said,  the  memorandum  was  no  agreement, 
(a)  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  142,  referring  to  Ford  v.  Beech,  11  Q.  B.  Rep.  852. 
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1S62. 


Hartlano 
and  Otheri 

V, 

Jukes 
and  Otben. 


and  gave  no  right  of  action  different  from  that  on  the 
note,  which  arose  on  the  day  the  note  was  given.  The 
note  was  not  affected  by  the  memorandum^  and  was  pay- 
able absolutely.  The  payment  here  was  not  on  account 
of  the  note^  and  so  does  not  affect  the  operation  of  the 
statute  upon  it,  nor  create  a  distinct  cause  of  action.  The 
statute,  therefore,  is  an  answer  to  the  action  on  both 
counts.  There  is  nothing  for  the  jury,  and  I  must  direct 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  but  will  reserve  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  194/. 


Thereupon  there  was  a 


Nonsuit. 


Trinity  Term, 

The  Mercantile 
Law  Amend* 
ment  Act,  19  & 
20  Vict.  c.  97, 
8.  14,  is  pro- 
spective only, 
and  does  not 
apply  to  notes 
made  before 
the  Act,  even 
though  the 
payment  or 
acknowledg- 
ment has  been 
qfter  the  Act. 


COCKERELL  v.  SPARKE8. 

Action  on  a  promissory  note  for  200/.,  dated  the  9th 
of  November,  1853,  payable  two  months  after  date. 

Plea  :  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Keane  for  the  plaintiff. 

Beresford  for  the  defendant 

The  note  was  given  as  surety  for  one  Hilder.  On  the 
6th  of  April,  1861,  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  a 
written  consent  to  his  receiving  a  dividend  under  Hilder*s 
estate,  without  prejudice  to  his  claim  on  the  defendant  on 
the  note. 

Keane  relied  on  this  as  an  acknowledgment  in  writing, 
&c. 

Beresford  relied  on  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment 
Act,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  14. 

No  doubt  it  had  been  decided  in  Jackson  v.  Woolley  (//) 
to  be  prospective  only,  but  there  the  payments  were  before 
the  statute,  here  they  were  after  the  statute, 

(a)  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  181. 
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Martin,  B. — ^That   makes  no  difference  in  principle.  1862. 

But  I  will  reserve  the  point.  y^^""^^^ 

'                                                                                        ,  COCKERBLL 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff! 


Sparkes. 


HAMMOND  V.  MATHER. 

Ejectment  for  breach   of  condition  of  re-entry  on 
non-payment  of  rent. 

Needham  for  the  plaintiff*. 

Pearce  for  the  defendant. 

It  was  opened  for  the  plaintiff*,  and  not  disputed,  that 
half  a  year's  rent  was  in  arrear,  and  that  the  premises 
were  lefl  fastened  up,  so  that  the  landlord  could  not  enter 
to  distrain,  nor  see  if  there  were  a  sufficient  distress  on  the 
premises.  There  had  been  for  the  same  reason  no  demand 
of  the  rent. 

Martin,  B.,  said  that  was  sufficient  (a),  and  directed  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff*. 


Trinity  TVtm. 

If  the  tenant 
of  demised  pre- 
mises leave 
them  locked 
up,  the  land- 
lord may  re- 
cover under 
the  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1852,  8. 
210,  as  no  suf- 
ficient distress 
can  be  found. 


(a)  It  has  been  held,  that  if  the 
hindlord  shows  he  was  prevented 
hf  the  defendant  from  entering  on 
the  premises  to  distrain,  he  b  en- 
titled to  recover  under  the  statute 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  28  (now  re-enacted  by 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  210), 
without  showing  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  distress  on  the  premises, 
the  words  of  the  statute  (still  the 
same)  being,  "  that  it  be  proved  on 


the  trial"  (in  case  the  defendant 
appears)  **  that  no  sufficient  distress 
was  to  be  found  on  the  demised 
premises,"  this  being  deemed  to 
mean  no  distress  which  can  be  got 
at ;  Doe  d.  Chippendale  v.  Dyton, 
M.  &  M.  77;  Cos  v.  Hoe,  6  D.  k 
L.  273;  Doe  v.  Franks,  2  C.  &  K. 
678 ;  Doe  d.  Davit  v.  Roe,  5  D.  & 
L.  272 ;  Doe  d.  Dixon  v.  Kof,  7 
C.  B.  577 ;  Roacoe,  N.  P.  652. 
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1862. 


Trinitif  Term. 

On  comparison 
of  handwriting 
both  documents 
must  be  in 
Court.    On  se- 
condary  evi. 
dence  being 
proffered  ofa 
written  agree- 
ment, if  it  ap- 
pear to  have 
been  un- 
stamped when 
seen  by  the 
witness,  such 
evidence  is 
excluded. 

Custom  in  a 
trade  admitted 
to  add  a  term 
to  a  written 
agreement 

As  between 
the  lender  and 
hirer  of  horses, 
the  latter  is  not 
liable  for 
casual  negli- 
gence of  a 
driver  em- 
ployed with 
reasonable 
care. 


Coram  Wilde,  B. 

ARBON  V.  FUSSELL. 

jA-CTION  by  job-master  against  the  hirer  of  a  pair  of 
horses.  The  first  count  was  on  an  alleged  contract  of  hire, 
determinable  with  three  months'  notice.  Breach,  deter- 
mination without  such  notice. 

Second  count,  on  the  bailment  of  the  horses.  Breach, 
so  negligently  driving  them  that  they  fell  and  were  injured. 

Pleas:  denying  the  contract  and  the  breach;  and  not 
guilty. 

Huddleston  and  Garth  for  the  plaintiff. 

Phinn  and  Day  for  the  defendant. 

In  proving  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  elicited  that 
the  agreement  was  in  writing.  The  parties  had  inter- 
changed copies,  signed  by  each.  The  plaintiff  had  lost 
his  copy,  and  had  given  the  defendant  notice  to  produce 
hers,  which  was  produced,  but  contained  no  clause  as  to 
notice.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  denied  that  this  was  the 
true  agreement,  and  was  examined  as  to  the  one  he  had 
signed,  and  which  be  swore  he  had  given  to  the  defend- 
ant's coachman,  receiving  back  the  duplicate.  But,  on 
cross-examination,  he  admitted  that  it  was  unstamped; 
and,  as  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  was  clearly  above 
20/.,  it  was  contended  that  secondary  evidence  was  not 
admissible  (a) ;  and 

Wilde,  B.,  so  held. 

It  being  attempted  to  prove  that  the  other  agreement 
was  signed  by  the  defendant,  a  letter  of  hers  (admitted) 
was  produced   for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  hand- 
writing;  but  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
Co)   Vide  Clotmadeux  v.  Currell,  25  L.  J.,  C.  P.  216. 
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feudant,  that  this  comparison  could  not  be  instituted  in         1862. 
respect  of  a  document  not  produced  in  Court;  and 

WiLDB,  B.,  so  held. 

It  was  then  proposed  to  prove  a  custom  in  the  tfade  for  a 
three  months'  notice  in  such  cases^  and  also  that  the  hirer 
should  be  liable  for  injuries  to  the  horses;  the  injury  in 
this  case  having  arisen  through  a  collision. 

WiLDEy  B.,  admitted  the  evidence,  and  led  it  to  the 
jury,  telling  them  that,  apart  from  such  custom,  the  hirer 
was  only  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  to  employ  a  com- 
petent coachman  (a). 

The  jury  negatived  the  alleged  custom,  and  found  that 
the  defendant  had  used  reasonable  care  to  employ  a  proper 
coachman,  and  that  the  collision  had  not  occurred  through 
the  neglect  of  the  defendant's  coachman. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant, 
(fl)  Vide  Holmes  v.  Onion,  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  690. 


Judges'  Chambers,  coram  Keating  J. 

MASON  V.  WYTHE,  sued  as  Clerk  to  the  Mid- 
Level  Commissioners. 

Q  ...  Trinity  Term. 

OUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  interrogatories  interrogatories 

against  the  nominal  defendant  rtSn'Slr 

The  action  was  for  negligence  of  the  commissioners  in  >"  «"  "^^^'^^ 

1  n       1  agaiost  the 

regard  to  the  breakmg  down  of  a  dam.  clerk  to  com- 

After  declaration  and  before  plea  the  present  summons  ITe^lgen^'by 
was  taken  out  *^«  commit- 

sioners. 

The  interrogatories,  of  course,  were  pointed  to  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  commissioners. 

Greening,  for  the  defendant,  showed  cause. — The  no- 
minal defendant  is  not  the  proper  party  to  interrogate,  he 
can  have  no  knowledge  of  the  matter. 

Keane,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  summons. — If 

TOL.  III.  M  F.F. 
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1862.        the  derendant  has  no  information,  he  can  say  so;  if  he 
^'"^^       has,  he  ought  to  give  it. 

Wythe  Keating,  J.,  was  of  that  opinion,  and  allowed  the  in- 

terrogatories. 

Order  made  (a). 

(a)  Vide  M'Ewen  v.  RoU,  28  L.  J.,  Exch.  380,  where  iDterrogatories 
were  allowed  against  a  public  officer. 

Coram  Blackburn,  J. 
BLYTH  V.  L'ESTRANGE. 

Trhtity  Term,     ^ 

Interrogatoriei  oUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  leave  to  de- 

not  allowed  on  .  •        i   r      i 

the  part  of  the    liver  interrogatories  to  the  defendant 

action  of  eject-      ^^^  action  was  ejectment  against  a  copyhold  tenant 

mentonafor-    upon  a  forfeiture;  and 
feiture.  ^  ' 

Keane,  for  the  defendant,  showed  cause  on  that  ground, 
contending  that  no  discovery  was  allowed  in  equity  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  a  forfeiture,  and  that  in  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  it  had  never  been  decided  that  in  such  a 
case  interrogatories  were  allowable  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  50(a). 

Greening,  contra, — ^There  is  no  such  distinction  or  limi- 
tation in  the  Act ;  and  though  the  word  "  discovery"  is 
used,  that  must  mean  "  discovery"  in  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  which  the  section  relates.  Forfeiture,  after 
all,  is  only  a  breach  of  contract,  and  interrogatories  are 
allowable  in  cases  of  tort. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^There  is  a  great  deal  in  that,  no 
doubt;  but,  as  the  word  "  discovery"  is  used,  I  cannot  dis- 
regard the  decisions  of  Courts  of  Equity  on  the  subject. 
But  I  will  consult  ray  brother  Judges  on  the  point. 

Next  day, 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  was  still  of  the  same  opinon, 

and  would  not  allow  the  interrogatories.    Even  if  allowed, 

(a)  In  Horlon  v.  Bott,  26  L.  J.,  gatories  arc  not  allowable  againit 
Ex.  267,  it  wai  held,  that  interro-      the  defendant  in  ejectment. 
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the  objection  would  clearly  arise  on  the  answers;  and  I         1862. 

5wer  in  such       ^■-•^'^^ 
Blyth 

V, 

No  order.       L'Estranob. 


do  not  think  I  should  put  the  defendant  to  answer  in  such       ^■-•^'^^ 
'  Blyth 

a  case.    Therefore  o. 


Coram  Byles,  J. 
HUNT  AND  OTHERS  V.  ALLGOOD  (a).  ^M 

^  Trinity  Term, 

feUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  calling  on  the  On  a  special 

case  bv  wav  of 

plaintifl's  to  show  cause  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not  de-  appeal  from  a 
liver  their  case  on  appeal  within  ten  days,  or  why  the  de-  IheVerdlcUor 

fendant  should  not  be  allowed  to  sign  jud&:ment.  **>«  defendant. 

rr..  ^        .      .       ,       1         .    ,  .the  defendant 

The  action  was  ejectment  for  chanty  lands,  tried  at  the  is  not  called 

Spring  Assizes,  1861,  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  "nyVep^to-* 

leave  to  move  to  enter  it  for  the  defendant,  on  which,  in  wards  settling 

' ^       or  advancing 
June,  1861,  a  rule  so  to  enter  it  was  made  absolute.   Notice  the  case ;  but 

of  appeal  was  given  immediately,  but  nothing  had  been  do^  not  do  so 

done,  and  in  June,  1862,  the  present  summons  had  been  prompdtude. 

taken  out  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  ^^^  ^°"r^.  ^^'^ 

'  compel  him  to 

Keane,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  showed  cause.— The  '^^j^^"  g^^Yl 
defendant  has  misconceived  his  course,  which,  according  judgment  for 
to  the  practice,  would  be  to  state  the  case  himself,  and  if 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  settle  it,  to  get  it  settled  by  the 
Judge. 

D.  Srawn,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  sum- 
mons.— That  practice  does  not  apply  in  such  a  case  as  the 
present,  where  there  has  been  a  judgment. 

Bylbs,  J. — I  think  that  is  so,  and  that  the  proper  course 
has  been  taken  by  the  defendant.  The  practice  referred 
to  applies  where  there  has  not  been  a  judgment  or  decision 
of  any  Court.  But  here  there  has  been  a  judgment /;rtmd 
facie  6nal,  and  which  stands  until  reversed.  The  defend- 
ant is  not  to  be  called  upon  to  do  anything  to  disturb  it, 
and  is  entitled  to  rest  upon  it,  and  the  other  party,  who 
seeks  to  set  it  aside,  must  take  the  active  steps  for  that 
(a)  Rq>orted  ex  relatione  D.  D.  Keane,  Esq. 


166  CASES  AT  THE  JUDGES*  CHAMBERS. 

1862.         purpose,  and  must  do  it  with  all  due  promptitude.     Here 
^'^*''*^^       there  has  been  obvious  delay,  and  therefore  I  shall  make 
and  Others     the  order;  but  as  the  Long  Vacation  is  approaching,  I  will 
Alloood.     extend  the  time. 

Order  made,  but  allowing  the  plaintiffs  until 
the  1st  of  October  to  deliver  the  case. 


Coram  Crompton^  J. 
SMITH  V.  ALLEN. 

Trimtjf  Term,     ^ 

In  an  action      feUMMONS  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  refer  the 
cUsmi^f  on  a  action  to  arbitration,  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure 

contract  to  pay  ^ct,  1864,  S.  1 1. 

salary,  and  also  '  ', 

to  give  a  share       The  action  was  covenant,  on  articles  of  employment  at 

duringa cer-     &  certain  salary,  and  with  a  certain  share  of  the  profits, 

comract^con!     during  a  term  of  seven  years,  the  breach  being  a  wrongful 

taining  a  ^      dismissal  before  the  end  of  the  second  year,  whereby  the 

clause  for  re-  .  i     i  •       i  /•   i 

ference  to  arbi-  plaintiff*  lost  the  salary  and  also  his  share  of  the  profits. 

putes'relating        Before  pleading,  this  summons  was  taken  out. 

to thecon-  fj^g  j^gj  contained  a  clause  that  any  dispute  on  the 

struction  of  ^  ^  ^  , 

the  deed,  or  as  construction  of  the  stipulations,  or  respecting  the  accounts, 

the  contest     '  transactions  and  profits  of  the  business,  should  be  referred 

Sf  ".if.^-  ^  arbitration. 

for  alleged  neg-      The  plaintiff*  had  been  paid  his  share  of  the  profits  for 

lect  of  duty :—     ,  .         ,  .   ,    ,  V-       •        , 

mid,  that  the    the  year  in  which  he  was  dismissed. 

action  was  not 

referable  to  Gihbons,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  summons. 

arbitration 

under  C.  L.  P.        Gates,  for  the  plaintiff",  contrct. 

Act,  1854,  s.  11.  .  . 

Crompton,  J.,  said  there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  dis- 
pute respecting  the  construction  of  the  deed,  or  as  to  the 
accounts,  but  the  matter  in  controversy  was,  the  right  to 
dismiss  the  plaintiff*,  grounded  on  alleged  misconduct; 
therefore  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  arbitration 
clause,  and  he  could  not  make  the  order. 

No  order  (a). 

(a)  3f.  CAom^f  moved  the  full  case  went  to  trill.  Videpoit;  ei 
Court  but  took  nothing,  aod  the      vide  ante,  p.  116. 


(     167    ) 


Cotirt  of  Queen's  Bench,  QuUdhall,  coram  Cockbum,  C.  J.        i863. 

SMITH  t;.  ALLEN.  L<md,nSiumg*. 

-T^  Drinity  Term, 

JJeCLARATION,  that  on  the  21st  August,  1869,  by  deed  in  an  action 
entered  into  by  the  defendant  with  the  plaintiff,  the  defend-  dUmiIILH?Si 

ant,  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  therein  contained,  co-  *°  cmploy- 

^  \        mcnt,  the  dis- 

▼enanted  to  employ  him  as  superintendent  of  his  chemical  missal  being 

manufactures  for  the  term  of  seven  years,and  during  the  time  for  the  jurv 

pay  him  a  certain  salary,  and  also  one-third  of  the  profits,   "her*matterof 

Breach,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  24th  August,  1861,  ^«f?  existed 

-  „       ,.       .        ,      ,  ,../*.       1        .       ,       ,  ,  .which  would  be 

wrongfully  dismissed   the   plaintiff,  whereby  he  lost  his  valid  grounds 

salary  and  his  share  of  the  profits  during  five  years,  the  but  whether* 
residue  of  the  said  term.  *»>«  dismiswd 

were  bona  fide 

Plea :  that  by  the  deed  the  plaintiff  was  to  devote  his  and  really  on 
(entire)  time  and  attention  to  the  superintendence  of  the 
business  (a),  but  that  he  did  not  do  so,  and  that  he  ha- 
bitually neglected  it  and  absented  himself  (i) ;  and  further, 
that  he  was  guilty  of  moral  misconduct  (c)  and  wilful  diso- 
bedience (d)  of  the  lawful  commands  of  the  defendant,  in 
iiis,  that  he  dishonestly  and  unlawfully  abstracted  from 
the  defendant's  counting-house  a  book  of  the  defendant's ; 
and  when  required  by  the  defendant  to  return  it  refused  so 
to  do,  and  denied  that  he  had  taken  \i{d).  For  which 
said  several  causes  respectively  {e)  the  defendant  dismissed 
him,  as  he  lawfully  might,  &c.     Issue. 

(a)  Tbii  would  be  implied,  as  to  montf  7  M.  &  O.  962 ;  and  there- 

wbich  and  as  to  what  justifies  dis-  fore  it  is  to  be  construed  with  what 

missal,  vide  Horton  v.  M^Murtoy,  follows  after  the  words  '*  in  thit 

29  L.  J^  Ezch.  262 ;  et  vide  Ed-  that" 


▼.  Letiy,  2  Post.  &  Fin.  94.  (d)  This,  of  course,  on  any  single 

(6)  Habitual  neglect  or  any  one      instance  of  felony  or    even  dis- 
wilftd  act  of  misconduct  will  justify      honesty,  would  of  itself  justify  dis- 
missal. 


{e)  This,  per  it,  would  be  nothing,  («)  That  is,  for  any  one  or  either 

ai  too  general ;   Burgess  v.  Beau-      of  them ;  any  one  being  sufficient, 

VOL.  III.  N  P.P. 
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1862.  Lush,  Griffiths  and  Gates  for  the  plaintiff. 

Grove,  Joyce  and  Clover  for  the  defendant 

On  the  26th  August,  1859|  the  deed  was  entered  into 
containing  certain  stipulations  for  an  option  of  partner- 
ship after  two  years'  service ;  the  term  of  service  to  continue 
seven  years  from  the  date. 

The  plaintiff  had  some  skill  in  the  application  of  chemical 
science  to  manufactures,  and  had  made  certain  discoveries, 
especially  in  respect  to  the  preparation  of  certain  colours; 
and  the  defendant  desired  to  derive  the  benefit  of  his  skill 
in  that  department,  and  the  plaintiff  offered  himself  ac- 
cordingly thereto. 

The  business  was  chiefly  in  the  dealing  with  mineral 
acids,  &c.,  and  the  processes  were  accompanied  with  some 
degree  of  danger,  and  required  therefore  skill  and  expe- 
rience in  their  conduct  They  were  also,  through  the 
fumes  exhaled,  unhealthy;  and  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  in  weak  health,  had  desired  to  avoid  the  ma- 
nufactory as  much  as  possible,  and  had  remained  rather  in 
the  counting-house,  exercising  a  general  conduct  and  con- 
trol; but  not  being  always  personally  present  in  the  fac- 
tory. It  appeared,  also,  that  he  had  not  been  very  regular 
in  his  attendance;  his  hour  for  coming  in  the  morning 
varying  from  half-past  nine  to  half-past  ten.  It  did  not 
appear,  however,  that  any  decided  remonstrance  had  been 
made  on  these  matters  by  the  defendant  On  one  occasion 
the  plaintiff  had  been  absent  for  some  time  on  account  of 
his  health,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  this  had  been  at  the 
time  objected  to.  The  profits  for  the  first  year,  ending 
24th  August,  I860,  were  1,500/.,  of  which  the  plaintiff 
received  his  share,  500/.,  in  addition  to  his  salary  (a). 

ut  supra.     But  the  allegation  also  tiff,  which  implies  that  he  knew  of 

implies  that  for  tome  one  or  other  it ;  and  realli^  did  dismiss  on  that 

of  them,  i,e.  by  reason  of  and  on  ground.    Ctissont  v.  Skinner,  11  M. 

account  of  one  or  other  of  them,  &  W.  161. 
the  defendant  did  dismiss  the  plain*  (a)  This  condoned  any  prtviout 
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In  August,  1861y  near  the  end  of  the  second  year,  the  1^62. 
plaintiff  found  in  the  counting-house  a  book  containing 
entries  of  the  exact  hours  of  his  daily  attendance.  An* 
noyed  at  this,  when  the  defendant  asked  for  the  book  and 
accused  him  of  taking  it  from  his  ctistody,  he  answered  in 
a  tone  of  rage,  and  mutual  reproaches  ensued. 

On  the  24th  August,  two  days  before  the  expiration  of 
the  second  year,  the  defendant  wrote  him  a  letter  of  dis* 
missal. 

The  accounts  were  afterwards  made  up,  and  showed  a 
balance  of  profit  to  the  amount  of  3,236Z.,  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  share  was  1,038Z.,  which  had  been  paid  to  him. 

This  was  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  as  practical  proof 
that  the  business  had  not  suffered  from  any  neglect  on  his 
part,  but  had  grown  greatly  under  his  superintendence; 
and  it  was  suggested,  on  his  part,  that  the  defendant, 
having  had  the  benefit  of  his  skill,  had  desired  to  get  rid 
of  him,  in  order  to  avoid  the  obligation  to  pay  him  yearly 
a  third  of  the  profits,  as  well  as  to  escape  the  option  of  a 
future  partnership. 

The  plaintiff  was  examined  as  to  the  charges  against  him, 
and  excused  his  language  on  the  occasion  chiefly  in  ques- 
tion, on  the  score  of  irritation  at  the  defendant's  accusing 
him  of  taking  the  book  dishonestly. 

The  defendant  also  was  examined  as  to  the  truth  of  these 
charges.  In  the  course  of  his  evidence  he  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  bad,  on  the  occasion  in  question,  spoken  to  him 
with  great  rudeness  ;  on  which 

CooKBURif,  C.  J.,  observed,  that  rudeness  was  an  un- 
certain term,  and  that  persons  might  differ  as  to  what  was 
rudeness.  It  was  proper  to  state  the  expressions  which 
were  used. 

The  defendant  did  not  remember  particular  expressions. 

mnocmdiict  or  neglect  ai  a  ground  of      11    M.  &    W.  161 ;  e/  vide  ante, 
dimitid ;  vide  Cutaons  v.  Skinner,      p.  157. 

n2 
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1862.         He  complained  generally  of  the  plaintiff's  neglect  of  the 
business  or  his  absence,  &c.,  his  being  in  the  counting- 
house  instead  of  the  factory,  &c. 
At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  plaintiff  sues  for 
damages  for  the  loss  of  five  years*  salary  and  profits ;  and, 
unless  the  defendant  had  lawful  ground  for  dismissing 
him,  will  be  entitled  to  recover  damages  in  respect  of  both. 

It  might  have  been  made,  perhaps,  a  ground  of  com- 
plaint that  he  has  been  deprived  of  a  future  partnership, 
but  it  is  not;  and  you  cannot  therefore  give  damages  in 
respect  of  that. 

With  respect  to  the  time  or  hours  of  attendance,  or  the 
degree  of  personal  attention  in  the  factory,  it  is  for  you 
to  say  whether  the  hours  of  the  plaintiflP's  attendance  were 
the  ordinary  and  proper  hours  in  a  business  of  this  nature, 
or  whether  the  degree  of  personal  attention  which  the  nature 
of  the  business  required. 

Perhaps,  unexplained,  you  might  think  that  it  was  not 
suflScient ;  but  there  is  evidence  that  the  defendant  at  the 
time  did  not  profess  himself  dissatisfied,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, appeared  to  be  satisfied.  And  if  he  were  not  so,  and 
thought  that  he  had  reason  to  complain,  or  that  the  busi- 
ness was  really  being  injured  for  want  of  sufficient  atten- 
tion, he  ought,  at  the  time,  to  have  said  so,  and  openly 
complained  of  it,  and  so  have  given  the  plaintiff  fair 
warning,  instead  of  contenting  himself  with  keeping  a 
secret  record  of  the  hours  of  the  plaintiff's  attendance : — 
a  course  which  has  the  appearance  of  lying  by  (so  to  speak), 
and  seeking  to  treasure  up  grounds  for  a  future  dismissal 
of  the  plaintiff.  If  you  think  that  the  defendant  was  de- 
sirous, after  taking  advantage  of  the  plaintiff's  skill,  to  get 
rid  of  him,  in  order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  paying  him 
his  share  of  the  profits,  and  so  abstained  from  remon- 
strating with  him,  in  order  to  obtain  some  grounds  for  dis- 
missing him,  and  that  he  mala  fide  and  fraudulently  lay  by 
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with  a  view  to  getting  rid  of  him,  then  he  would  not  be  IS62, 
entitled  to  take  advantage  of  those  grounds  of  dismissal, 
even  supposing  that  they  otherwise  might  have  been 
deemed  to  exist.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  you  think 
that  those  grounds  really  existed,  and  that  he  honestly  felt 
himself  aggrieved  at  the  course  pursued  by  the  plaintiflf, 
and  dischai^ed  him  really  on  those  grounds,  then  you 
should  find  for  the  defendant. 

So,  as  to  the  alleged  absence,  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  was  fairly  entitled 
to  take  advantage  of  it  as  a  breach  of  the  plaintiff's  cove- 
nant to  devote  his  attention  to  the  business. 

So,  as  to  the  alleged  want  of  care  or  skill  as  to  the 
selection  of  the  materials,  or  the  control  of  the  processes, 
it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  therein  failed  in  his 
duty  to  such  a  degree  as  to  be  a  ground  for  his  dismissal ; 
and  whether,  if  so,  that  was  really  a  ground  of  dismissal. 

Then,  as  to  the  charge  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  conduct 
himself  with  the  respect  and  propriety  which  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  requires,  that  divides  itself  into  two 
charges:  first,  his  remaining  in  the  counting-house  when 
desired  not  to  do  so :  and  then  as  to  the  book.  As  to  the 
first,  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  that  was  so  far  in  defiance 
of  his  employer's  orders  as  to  be  a  ground  of  dismissal, 
and  whether  it  really  was  so.  Then,  as  to  the  time-book, 
the  first  point  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  stole  it,  if  he  did, 
that  of  course  would  be,  per  se,  a  ground  of  dismissal;  but 
probably  you  would  not  think  it  reasonable  to  find  him 
guilty  of  such  a  charge,  and,  if  not,  then  his  natural  an- 
noyance at  such  a  charge  might  account  for  and  excuse 
the  language  he  is  said  to  have  used.  That,  again,  is  for 
you.  Under  all  the  circumstances  it  is  for  you,  on  the 
whole  case,  to  determine  whether,  in  respect  of  any  of  the 
matters  alleged,  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  either  of  such  a 
breach  of  bis  covenant  or  of  such  misconduct  as  would 
be  a  just  ground  of  dismissal,  and  whether,  if  so,  the  de^ 
fendant  reaUy  dismissed  him  on  such  ground. 
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1862.  First,  did  be  break  his  covenant?     IF  so,  in  respect  of 

any  sucb  breach,  you  must  find  for  the  defendant.  Next, 
did  he  so  misconduct  himself  in  any  essential  particular — 
suchy  for  instance,  as  that  a  master  could  not  fairly  or 
reasonably  be  expected  to  submit  to,  or  to  continue  a 
person  in  his  employ  after  such  misconduct?  If  so,  find  for 
the  defendant.  But  if  you  think  that  the  plaintiff  fairly 
fulfilled  his  duties,  or  that  the  defendant  did  not  really 
dismiss  him  on  any  such  grounds,  then  you  should  find  for 
the  plaintiff  with  damages — in  respect  both  of  loss  of  salary 
and  profits — as  yon  think  reasonable. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  2fl00L 


London  Siitingt. 

4fier  GRANT  V.  HUMPHERY  and  another. 

Trinity  Term. 

fi^Yt%*wh^rf.  This  was  an  action  by  the  representative  of  the  Liver- 

ingera,  thesd-  pool  and  London  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company,  to  re- 

Tage  of  certain    "^  r      jj 

oil  belonging     cover  from  the  defendants,  wharfingers,  the  sum  of  450/., 

owners,  the  which  he  alleged  he  had  been  improperly  compelled  to 
which'wM  loit.  P^y  ^^^  defendants  in  respect  of  charges  for  the  ware- 
was  retained  in  housing,  &c.,  of  244  casks  of  oil  at  Hey's  Wharf,  Tooley- 

the  warehouses 

under  an  ar-       Street. 

with^e  agent  ^^^  declaration  contained  a  special  count,  alleging  that 
of  the  owners,  thg  defendants,  as  wharfingers,  were  possessed  of  a  quan- 
upon  the  tity  of  oil  belonging  to  the  company,  and  wrongfully  re- 
there  wufa  fused  to  deliver  it  up  to  them,  unless  and  until  they  paid  a 
tinfof  oS"b°"  ®"™  ^^  money  much  more  than  the  defendants  were 
longing  to  entitled  to  receive  of  the  plaintiff,  and  so  compelled  the 
another  owner,  ,.,./!..  ..  « 
the  identity  of  plamtlff  tO  pay  it,  &C. 

lo8t,^and^ which      Common  count,  for  money  had  and  received. 

was  not  treated       Pleas:   1.  Not  guilty, 
as  salvage :—  o        j 

Held,  that  the        2.  That  the  oil  did  not  belong  to  the  company. 

no  lien  ^TthSf      3.  Never  indebted. 

oil  for  the  fj^g  particulars  claimed  a  sum  of  490/.,  parcel  of  a  sum 

charges  on  the  ■  ■ 

whole  of  the      of  840/.  paid  to  the  defendants  by  the  company's  agent, 


and  Another. 
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one  Harding,  on  the  17th  October,  1861,  in  order  to  obtain        1862. 

possession  of  the  oil.  '**^^/-^/ 

'  Grant 

Macaulay,  E,  James^  and  Raymond  for  the  plaintiff.  Hump'hbrt 

Hawkins  and  HoU  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  18th  June«  1861,  the  previous  owner,  Gerusi, 
landed  and  warehoused  at  Uey's  Wharf,  belonging  to  the 
defendants — a  public  wharf  or  warehouse — 244  casks  con- 
taining 118  tuns  of  oil,  the  charges  on  which  were  duly 
paid  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire,  and  which  were  insured  with 
the  company  now  suing. 

On  the  23nd  June,  1861,  a  fire  happened  at  the  wharf, 
when  a  great  quantity  of  oil  was  destroyed  or  damaged  by 
fire.  The  oil  in  question  lay  in  certain  vaults,  where  it 
was  comparatively  little  injured.  The  rest  of  the  oil 
constituted  what  is  called  salvage,  and  was  upon  the  open 
quays,  having  been  removed  during  or  after  the  fire,  more 
or  less  in  a  state  not  to  be  identified. 

The  insurance  companies  at  once  appointed  a  salvage 
committee,  who,  by  their  agent,  Harding,  of  the  firm  of 
Toplis  &  Harding,  auctioneers,  took  possession  of  the  de- 
fendants' warehouses,  and  all  salvage  therein,  from  that 
time  until  the  subsequent  sale. 

On  the  28th  June,  Fletcher,  secretary  to  the  fire  office 
committee,  wrote  to  the  defendants,  giving  them  notice 
that  Toplis  &  Harding  were  to  act  for  them ;  and  desiring 
the  defendants  to  assist  them. 

And  in  consequence  of  this,  goods  were  from  time  to 
time  delivered  by  the  defendants  to  the  order  of  Toplis  & 
Harding. 

The  defendants  had  declined,  however,  to  deliver  any 
goods  until  they  had  a  guarantee. 

On  the  25th  July,  Toplis  &  Harding  gave  them  a  gua- 
rantee in  these  terms  : — ''  In  consideration  of  your  con- 
senting to  execute  any  orders  for  the  delivery  of  goods, 
which  I  may  give,  authorizing  any  goods  to  be  delivered 
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1862.        from  Hey's  Wharf  by  men  ia  my  employ,  I  hereby  under- 

^  take  to  bear  you  harmless  against  any  loss,  &c.,  that  may 

«•  arise  from  your  so  doing,  and  will  engage  to  pay  any  lien 

and  Anotber.   or  charge  which  you  may  have  on  the  goods  so  delivered, 

to  the  net  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  such 

goods."     Signed  by  Harding,  as  **  surveyor  to  the  salvage 

committee." 

After  the  fire  the  defendants  did  not  debit  any  charges 
against  any  of  the  goods,  but  charged  only  the  auctioneers, 
the  company's  agents. 

On  the  Ist  Oct.  1861,  Toplis  &  Harding  sold  the  oil  in 
question,  which  was  the  last  left  in  the  warehouses ;  and 
the  defendants  then,  not  having  received  any  payment  on 
account  of  the  rent  due  on  the  other  oil,  stopped  the  oil  in 
question  for  payment  of  the  whole  warehouse  rent  due, 
amounting  to  540/. 

The  defendants'  account  up  to  the  time  of  sale  was  as 
follows,  making,  it  will  be  observed,  charges  in  gross : — 
1 86 1 .    Sept.  28.— 1 4  weeks'  rent  of  three 

vaults,  from  22nd  June .         .  £280    0    0 
Do.    3  floors  .        .        .     140    0    0 


£420    0    0 


When  the  oil  was  demanded  by  the  purchaser  on  the 
order  of  the  auctioneers,  the  defendants'  account  had  the 
following  further  items : — 

Oct  12.— Rent  on  offices  from  29th  June    £30    0  0 
„     17. — Additional  rent  on  vaults  and 

floor,  from  24th  Sept.  .         .       90    0  0 

120    0  0 

Account  delivered     .     420    0  0 


£640    0      0 


On  the  11th  October,  Harding  wrote  to  ofler  payment 
of  the  charges  due  on  the  oil  detained.^ 
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This,  however^  the  defendants  declined  to  accept,  and 
they  claimed  payment  of  the  whole,  which  was  eventually 
paid  to  them. 

The  oil  in  question  lay  in  cellars  under  the  quay,  and 
was  all  in  such  a  state  that  it  could  be  identified,  although 
part  of  it  was  somewhat  injured. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  when  the  loss  was 
adjusted  on  the  insurance  by  them  of  the  oil  in  question 
the  oil  became  the  property  of  the  company,  and  that  it 
was  not  salvage,  and  was  quite  separate  from  the  amal- 
gamated salvage. 

The  case  for  the  defendants  was,  that  Harding  was 
authorized  by  the  salvage  committee  to  assume  the  control 
of  the  whole  of  the  salvage,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  as 
ostensible  owners,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  represented  on 
that  committee,  and  that  the  lien  was  entire. 

Harding,  however,  was  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  stated  that  until  September  he  never  even  heard  of  the 
oil  now  in  question,  and  that  it  formed  no  part  of  the 
amalgamated  salvage;  and  his  delivery  orders,  which  were 
put  in,  were  all  for  the  delivery  of  salvage.  He  further 
stated  that  he  never  communicated  to  the  defendants  that 
be  acted  for  any  other  parties  than  the  committee,  but  that 
he  sold  this  oil  for  and  on  account  of  the  now  plaintiff, 
and  had  stated  this  to  the  defendants,  and  that  the  oil  was 
included  in  the  settlement  of  the  loss  upon  the  policy  of 
msurance  thereon  effected  with  the  plaintiff. 

Upon  this  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  this  oil  was  never 
dealt  with  by  Harding  as  any  portion  of  the  salvage,  or  on 
the  part  of  the  committee,  but  as  the  agent  only  of  the 
plaintiff's  company,  and  that  all  that  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  claim  upon  it  was  the  amount  of  the  charges  on 
this  particular  oil.  Besides,  even  supposing  that  Harding 
acted  as  the  agent  of  the  committee  as  to  this  oil,  and  that 


1862. 
Grant 

V. 
HUMPUERY 

and  Another. 
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1862. 

Geamt 

«• 

HUMPHBRT 

•Dd  Another. 


the  defendants  would  have  a  lien  on  the  whole^  for  their 
charges;  this  would  not  justify  them  in  detaining  this  lot 
from  the  purchaser  for  the  charges  on  the  whole.  The 
lien  would  be  on  all  the  oil,  and  they  would  have  a  right 
to  detain  all ;  or,  as  to  each  portion  of  it,  they  could  claim 
the  lien  pro  rata,  but  they  could  not  let  all  the  rest  go  free 
and  then  claim  the  lien,  as  to  this  last  lot,  for  the  charges 
on  all  the  rest. 

He  should,  therefore,  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  but 
reserve  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  set  it  aside  and 
enter  it  for  them,  the  Court  to  have  power  to  draw  in- 
ferences of  fact. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 


(a)  As  to  the  oil  blended  and 
not  identified,  there  might  be  an 
entire  contract  of  bailment,  and 
therefore  an  entire  lien,  t.  e.,  a  lien 
on  each  part  for  the  whole  because 
the  legal  property  would  be  lost; 
80  that  a  bill  in  equity  by  all  the 
owners  for  an  account  would  be  the 
only  remedy ;  Jones  v.  Moore,  4  Y. 
&  C.  351.  But  it  would  be  other- 
wise as  to  the  oil  in  question,  the 
property  in  which  was  not  lost,  as  its 
identity  remained ;  and  as  to  which, 
therefore,  apart  from  express  con- 
tract or  custom,  there  would  not  be 
a  lien  for  the  chaiges  on  the  whole 
of  the  oil.  An  express  contract  is 
the  strongest  and  surest  ground  on 
which  a  lien  can  in  any  case  be 
placed ;  and  on  that  ground  alone 
it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  a  ship 
had  on  the  terms  of  a  charter-party 
a  lien  on  a  particular  portion  of  the 
goods,  even  as  against  an  indorsee 
under  a  bill  of  lading,  for  the  ba- 
lance due  on  the  freight  for  the 


entire  cargo;  SmaU  v.  Moates, 
9  Bing.  575.  The  lien  of  the  ship- 
owner was  there  prior  and  para- 
mount, by  express  contract ;  but  it 
was  lefl  doubtful,  even  on  the  cus- 
tom of  trade  in  London,  whether 
a  warehouse-keeper  could  detain 
goods  for  all  tliat  was  due  from  the 
person  who  deposited  them  for 
other  goods  deposited  by  him; 
Ayling  v.  Williamt,  5  C.  &  P.  399. 
Even  as  against  the  same  owner 
there  must  either  be  a  custom  or 
contract  to  create  a  lien  for  a 
general  balance  or  a  general  lien ; 
Bowman  v.  Malcolm,  1 1  M.  &  W. 
833.  But  here,  as  to  the  oil  in 
question,  the  ownership  was  dis- 
tinct, as  already  shown.  Hawkins 
moved  in  M.  T.,  but  took  nothing, 
except  a  rule  as  to  damage.  See 
Dresser  v.  Bosnnquet  (Treasurer  of 
Commercial  Dock  Company)  Q.  B. 
M.  T.  as  to  general  lien  of  wharf- 
ingers or  warehousemen. 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH.  167 

1863. 

DIMSDALE  r.  THE  LONDON  AND  BRIGHTON 

RAILWAY  COMPANY.  L«uion suing.. 

.  Trinity  Tgrm. 

Action  on  a  bailment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  company  When  a  pas- 
of  a  portmanteau,  to  be  delivered  to  him,  for  hire  and  re-  anarticle*«ra 
ward  in  that  behalf.  railway>tation 

the  company 

Breach  :  non-delivery.  are  not  bound 

-.,       ^.  ,.  V  !•        #•        1  to  send  it  to 

Plea  {inter  alto):  a  lien  for  charges.  his  residence 

There  was  also  a  count  in  trover.  "i;^'^^'^  ^^^^^ 

Plea  :  not  guilty.  ^^^  so  doing, 

°        •'  nor  liable  for 

Coleridge  and  J.  O.  Griffits  for  the  plaintiff.  {[J  "°";^^; 

BaMl  and  Hannen  for  the  defendants.  ^Unlwe"'*^ 

means  are  af- 


The  plaintiff  was  a  clerk  in   the  service  of  Messrs.  ^^^ 


to 


Howard  &  Co.,  solicitors,   in  Paternoster-row:    and,  on  them  of  find- 
ing and  identi- 
the  29th  of  October  last,  his  wife  came  up  to  London  fvingit;  but 

from  Brighton  in  a  third-class  carriage,  carrying  a  dog  charg?ware« 

with  her.    At  the  Brighton  station  she  was  told  she  must  j^^^Vo^'w"  ^""^ 

pay  2s.  2d.  for  the  carriage  of  the  dog,  according  to  the  ever,  they after- 

'^     ,      ,  ,      ,         r^  ,  .  ,  wards  detain  it 

usual  charge  made  by  the  company ;  but,  as  it  so  hap-  for  any  petty 
pened,  she  had  no  money  in  her  pockets,  but  only  a  cheque,  pr^r' course 
and  under  these  circumstances  the  company's  servants  de-  *?  ^  P"y  **;® 

'       ^  charge,  and 

tained  her  portmanteau,  gave  her  a  'Mog-ticket,"  and  told  sue  to  recover 
her  she  could  pay  the  2s.  2d.  when  she  got  the  portmanteau  county  Court; 
in  London.  The  plaintiff  sent  several  times  to  inquire  after  JIJ!i^cIe  u  ready 
her  portmanteau,  but  could   hear  no  tidings  of  it.    At  for  delivery 

.     .  1      tbe  damage 

length,  on  the  16th  of  November,  the  plaintiff  sent  a  clerk,  may  properly 
who  made  a  formal  tender  of  the  28. 2rf.,  and  demanded  nal°wheiiber  on 
"a  portmanteau,"  at  the  same  time  producing  the  "dog-  a8p«c>«l  count 

•  '  "^  ®      ^  ^     or  on  a  count 

ticket"  and  the  card  of  Messrs.  Howard  &  Co.,  in  whose  in  trover. 
service  the  plaintiff  was,  with  the  plaintiff's  name  written 
in  pencil  on  the  back.  Inquiries  were  made  for  a  port- 
manteau belonging  to  "  Mr.  Howard,"  but  none  such  could  be 
found.  The  plaintiff's  portmanteau  had  no  direction  upon 
it,  but  only  the  words  "  Mrs.  Dimsdale,  passenger,  Lon- 
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don."  The  plaintiff,  on  the  18th  of  November^  wrote  to 
the  company,  demanding  his  portmanteau,  and  threatening 
legal  proceedings  unless  he  received  it  the  next  day.  Fur- 
ther inquiries  were  then  made,  and  it  was  at  length  dis- 
covered that  the  portmanteau  had  been  duly  sent  up  to 
London,  and  had  been  safely  deposited  in  the  parcel-ofBce 
at  London  Bridge  on  the  very  day  the  lady  came  up  to 
London.  The  parcel-office  was  close  by  the  cloak-room, 
but  it  never  occurred  to  the  clerks  in  the  latter  office  to 
search  in  the  parcel-office.  As  soon  as  the  portmanteau  was 
found  it  was  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  required  to 
pay  2$.  2d.  for  the  dog,  Is.  for  warehouse-room  for  the 
portmanteau,  and  6d.  for  the  carriage  of  it.  The  plaintiff 
refused  to  pay  more  than  2s.  2d.,  and  made  a  formal  tender 
of  that  amount;  but  the  company  *s  servants  would  not  de- 
liver up  the  portmanteau  unless  the  plaintiff  paid  the  full 
sum  of  3s.  8d.  claimed.  The  plaintiff  then  brought  the 
present  action,  and  when  this  was  done,  the  company  were 
willing  to  deliver  up  the  portmanteau  on  the  payment  of 
2s.  2d.  for  the  dog,  and  to  forego  their  demand  of  Is.  for 
warehouse-room  and  6d.  for  the  carriage ;  but  the  plaintiff 
would  not  accept  the  portmanteau  upon  these  terms,  and 
required  the  company  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  action  which 
bad  been  commenced,  and,  as  the  company  would  not  do 
this,  the  action  proceeded.  The  plaintiff  now  relied  upon 
bis  demand  made,  and  the  company's  neglect  to  deliver  up 
the  portmanteau  on  the  16th  of  November,  when  he  sent 
for  it.    The  writ  was  issued  on  the  22nd. 

The  case  for  the  defendants  was,  that  there  was  no  ad- 
dress on  the  portmanteau  by  which  they  could  find  the 
plaintiff,  nor  any  on  the  card  to  which  their  attention  was 
directed  ;  but  it  ultimately  turned  out  that  the  portmanteau 
bad  been  all  along  in  the  parcel-office,  where  it  might  have 
been  at  once  found  if  inquiries  had  been  made  there, 
whether  by  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendants'  servants. 
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CocKBUHN,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,         1862. 
said  this  was  a  most  vexatious  action,  and  that  the  proper      ^-^^v^^^ 
course  would  have  been  for  the  plaintiiF  to  have  paid  the  v. 

3s.  8d.,  and  brought  an  action  in  the  County  Court  to   The  London 
recover  back  the  excess ;  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say     Brighton 
whether  there  had  been  any  neghgence  on  the  part  of  the     Compant. 
company's  servants  in  not  finding  the  portmanteau,  when 
it  was  sent  for  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  16th  November,  and, 
if  so,  they  must  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  telling  them 
that  the  company  were  not  bound  to  send  on  the  article 
to  the  plaintiff's  residence  without  being  paid  for  it ;  nor 
liable  for  non-delivery  of  it,  either  to  the  clerk  or  at  the 
residence,  unless  there  were  reasonable  inquiries  made  after 
it  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  reasonable  information 
given  to  the  company  for  finding  it,  and  sending  it  to  his 
address.     With  respect  to  the  damages,  his  Lordship  inti- 
mated that  they  ought  to  be  but  small,  as  the  portmanteau 
was  in  Court,  and  was  ready  to  be  given  up. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff — damages  40^., 
and  the  poKmanteau  to  be  given  up. 

Chriffits  applied  for  a  certificate  for  costs,  but 

His  Lordship  refused  the  application. 

OrijffUs  submitted  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the 
value  of  the  portmanteau  (a),  which  had  been  valued  at  25/. ; 
but, 

CocKBURK,  C.  J.,  said  that  was  for  the  jury. 

(fl)  That  ii,  on  the  count  in  in  M.  T.  but  took  nothing,  the 
trorer.  But  no  case  had  been  made  Court  saying  it  waa  entirely  for  the 
at  one  of  comiertUmf  nor  any  elec-  jury.  Bovill  also  moved  and  took 
tkn  intimated  to  have  the  value,  nothing ;  the  Court  being  clear  that 
and  not  the  article,  as  in  detinue,  there  waa  no  right  to  charge  ware- 
under  C.  L.  P.  Act.  houseroom  for  an  article  detained 

{h)  CoLBRiDOB  accordingly  moved  as  a  lien,  and  the  ruling  was  right. 
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1862. 

HOULDER  V.  THE  GENERAL  STEAM  NAVIGA- 
Lond^sutimg*.  TION  COMPANY. 

TrimtpTerm.     —^ 

Apart  from        JL  HIS  was  an  actbo  for  oon -delivery  of  goods. 
cUlcoocn^^      'The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  were  owners 
^J^'^^to  ^f  ^®  *^*P  Wansbeck,  lying  at  the  port  of  NewcasUe,  and 
give  notice  to    bound  from  that  port  to  London,  that  the  plaintiff  caused 

ooDtuiiec  of  . 

the  arrival  of  to  be  delivered  to  the  defendants  certain  goods,  to  be  by 

cJ!^i^ace  is  them  shipped  and  safely  carried  from  Newcastle  to  Lon- 

t'^^lt^hi^  don,  and  there  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the 

time  after  the  defendants  had  wrongfully  omitted  and  neglected  to  cany 

ready  to  re-  Aod  deliver  the  said  goods.    There  were  also  counts  for  the 

recei^TeMi  conversion  and  detention  of  the  said  goods, 
goods, and  in         Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty. 

default  of  his  ^        -^ 

so  doing,  the         2.  That  the  goods  were  not  delivered  to  them  as  al- 

shipowner  may  «      ^ 
land  them,  and  ^egCQ- 

demand  wharf-      4^  That  at  the  time  the  goods  were  delivered  to  them, 

age  or  other  *»  ^  ' 

prooer charges   or  at  any  Other  time  there  was  not  delivered  to  them  any 

direction  or  address  either  in  words  or  writing,  whereby 
they  knew  the  plaintiff's  residence—saw  the  general  ad- 
dress of  London — and  that  they  could  not  by  any  reason- 
able diligence  discover  the  plaintiff's  residence  or  abode, 
or  any  other  address  of  the  plaintiff.  That  the  defendants 
carried  the  goods  to  London,  and  were  always  ready  and 
willing  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff  on  payment  of  the 
freight  and  charges  thereon,  and  that  they  kept  the  goods 
on  board  ready  to  be  so  delivered  for  a  reasonable  time, 
but  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  during  such  time  to 
accept  and  receive  the  same,  and  whereupon  the  defendants, 
after  a  reasonable  time,  caused  the  goods  to  be  removed 
from  the  ship  and  placed  upon  the  wharf,  ready  to  be  de- 
livered on  payment  of  reasonable  charges. 

5.  That  by  a  known  usage  of  the  Port  of  London,  the 
goods  were  to  be  kept  on  board  a  reasonable  time,  and 
that  if  the  consignee  should  not  be  ready  to  receive  them 
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in  a  reasonable  time,  they  should  be  landed,  and  delivered         1862. 

on  payment  of  reasonable  charges.    That  the  defendants      ^T^""^^ 

carried  the  goods  to  London,  and  were  there  ready  to  de-  «• 

The  General 
liver  the  same  to  the  plaintiiF,  who  was  not  ready  to  receive        Stbam 

them,  and  that,  according  to  the  custom,  they  kept  the    ^Jip^^Y." 

same  for  a  reasonable  time  and  then  landed  them,  where 

they  were  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  on  payment 

of  reasonable  charges.     Issue. 

Huddleston  and  Macnamara  for  the  plaintiff. 

Denman  and  Pollock  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  3rd  December,  1861,  the  goods  in  question,  con-  • 
sisting  of  twenty  casks  of  manganese,  were  sent  and  de- 
livered to  the  mate  on  board  the  vessel  at  Newcastle,  with 
a  shipping  note  in  these  terms  : — "  Please  receive  on  board 
.the  General  Steam  Navigation  Company's  boat  the  follow- 
ing goods  from  E.  W.  Femie :  twenty  casks,  1  to  20, 
marked  E.  W.  F.,  to  order  of  Mr.  William  Houlder 
["Houlden"  instead  of  "  Houlder"],  Victoria  Wharf,  Earl 
Street,  Blackfriars,  London,"  and  a  receipt  was  given. 

On  the  4th  December,  the  plaintiff  had  notice  that  the 
goods  would  be  shipped  on  the  3rd  by  the  company's 
steamer.  They  came  by  the  steamer  which  left  Newcastle 
at  four  o'clock  on  Wednesday  morning,  and  the  plaintiff 
knew  that  the  boats  ran  from  that  port  only  twice  a  week, 
on  Wednesday  and  Saturday. 

The  plaintiff  had  received  goods  before  by  the  com- 
pany's vessels,  and  had  carried  on  business  at  Victoria 
Wharf  since  the  end  of  1860,  but  his  name  was  not  in  the 
Directory. 

The  predecessors  of  the  plaintiff  at  Victoria  Wharf  had 
received  notice  of  expected  arrivals  of  goods  by  the  defend- 
ant's steamer,  but  the  plaintiff  had  not. 

On  Thursday,  the  6th  of  December,  the  steamer  arrived 
in  the  Port  of  Ix)ndon,  but  the  ship's  manifest  contained 
no  address  of  the  plaintiff.    On  the  7th,  the  defendants' 
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1802.        agent  in  London  received  plaintiiTs  address,  and  sent  the 

^"^^      plaintiff  notice  that  the  goods  had  been  landed,  and  were 

V.  to  be  taken  away  in  six  days,  or  otherwise  rent  thereof 

Stbam        would  be  charged  from  the  time  of  landing ;  but  on  the 

^Coutaky'   €^®"^"g  ^f  *^^*  d*y  ^^^  goods  were   landed.     Plaintiff 

having  received  notice  late  on  the  evening  of  the  10th,  sent 

for  the  goods  on  the  next  day,  but  the  defendants  refused 

to  deliver  them,  as  they  had  been  landed,  unless  he  paid 

for  wharfage.    The  freight  was  tendered  and  refused,  and 

thereupon  this  action  brought 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  there 
was  a  custom  by  which  the  defendants'  agent  always  gave 
to  consignors  notice  of  the  expected  arrival  of  goods,  when 
they  were  sent  for  by  lighter,  and  taken  over  the  side  with- 
out being  landed. 

For  the  defendants,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no 
such  custom,  or,  if  any,  that  it  certainly  could  not  apply  if 
there  was,  as  here,  an  error  in  the  name  (it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff's  name  had  been  written  ^^Houlden"  instead  of 
'*  Houlder),  that  the  defendants'  agent  was  sometimes  in 
the  habit  of  writing  to  apprise  consignees  of  the  expected 
arrival  of  goods,  but  that  this  was  not  an  universal  practice, 
and  that  he  never  sent  notice  of  arrival  until  the  goods 
were  actually  landed.  The  notices  were  usually  made  out 
from  the  manifest ;  and  the  shipping  note  in  this  case  was 
not  looked  at  until  the  10th,  and  then  he  wrote  to  the 
plaintiff.  There  were  the  names  of  nearly  seventy  con- 
signees on  the  manifest  The  goods  in  question  weighed 
about  ten  tons.  And  the  evidence  for  the  defendants  was, 
that  notices  were  usually  sent  to  such  consignees  as  would 
be  expected  to  send  lighters  to  receive  their  goods  over  the 
side  of  the  steamer;  and  that  their  agent  sent  such  notices 
to  about  twenty-three  out  of  the  seventy  consignees,  but 
that  it  was  not  usual  to  send  such  notices  in  cases  of  con- 
signments of  a  few  tons  only. 

Denman^  at  the  close   of  the  case   for  the  plaintiff. 
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cited  Iaw  of  Carriers,  p.  179 : — "  It  is  the  duty  of  the  con-         1862. 
signee  to  inqaire  for  and  watch  the  ship's  arrival,  for  it     ^"^^ 
frequently  happens  that  the  ship  arrives  before  he  has  re-  v. 

ceived  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  master  is  not  bound  to     "^tbam  *^'' 
keep  the  goods  on  board  for  an  indefinite  period,  and  if   ^J,Jpi"y°" 
no- one  claims  them,  he  may  land  them,  &c."     Here  there 
was  nothing  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  law. 

The  plaintiff  had  notice  on  the  4th  that  the  goods  were 
coming  up  on  the  3rd,  for  he  knew  the  steamer  started  on  the 
Wednesday,  and  would  arrive  on  the  5th  or  6th,  and  the 
goods  were  not  landed  until  the  evening  of  the  7th ;  the 
steamer  having  to  return  on  the  morning  of  the  8th. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  agree  as  to  the  general  principle, 
that  when  the  goods  are  sent,  with  a  bill  of  lading  or  with- 
out, the  shipowner  has  a  right  to  expect  from  the  con- 
signee of  the  goods  reasonable  diligence  to  inquire  after  the 
arrival  of  the  ship.  But  there  is  some  evidence  here  of  a 
usage  or  course  of  dealing,  under  which  the  consignee  is 
not  bound  to  do  any  thing  until  he  gets  notice  oi  the  arrival 
of  the  ship.     And  that  must  go  to  the  jury. 

Denman  then  went  to  the  jury,  and  called  evidence  to 
the  effect  above  stated,  that  notices  of  expected  arrivals 
were  only  sent  to  consignees  of  goods  of  great  weight,  for 
which  they  would  be  likely  to  send  lighters,  and  that 
notices  of  goods  arrived  were  only  sent  when  they  were 
landed^  and  that  even  after  notice  of  expected  arrival,  there 
would  only  be  twenty-four  hours'  time  allowed  in  such  a 
case  as  this. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^This  is  a  case  of  great 
importance.  The  question  is,  whether  the  defendants  were 
bound  to  deliver  the  goods  until  paid  wharfage  and  the 
other  expenses  incurred  by  the  landing  of  the  goods,  as 
well  as  the  freight.  That  depends  on  whether  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  renewed  notice  from  the  defendants  before 

VOL.  111.  o  F.F. 
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1862.        the  arrival  of  the  goods.    The  defendants  contend  that 
^^^^      there  is  a  custom  of  ihe  Port  of  London  for  the  consignee 

HOOLDEB  ^ 

V.  to  send  for  the  goods  within  a  reasonable  period,  and  that  if 

'''steam'^^  that  is  not  done  the  carriers  may  land  the  goods  and  charge 
^c^'^^^'^"  for  the  fiharfage;  and  that  reasonable  time  had  been 
limited^  by  the  witnesses  in  such  cases  as  the  present  to 
twenty-four  hours.  But  the  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
question  of  reasonable  time  did  not  arise  till  after  he  had 
received  notice  of  the  expected  arrival.  The  custom  of 
notice  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  if  it  exists,  has  by  the 
evidence  now  narrowed  down  to  the  trade  between  New- 
castle and  London,  and  it  appears  to  be  a  sort  of  alterna- 
tive practice  of  notice  of  expected  arrival  being  given 
under  certain  circumstances,  and  of  actual  arrival  under 
others.  It  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  any  such  custom 
has  been  established ;  they  must  be  satisfied  that  if  they 
started  a  ship  to-morrow  between  Newcastle  and  London, 
they  would  be  bound  to  give  the  notice  contended  for  by 
the  plaintiff;  it  must  not  be  a  mere  occasional  practice, 
but  a  practice  binding  upon  all ;  it  must  not  be  limited, 
but  must  be  universal  and  general,  and  applicable  to  every 
consignee.  On  the  other  hand,  as  to  the  custom  pleaded  by 
the  defendants,  they  might  have  waived  it,  and  relied  on 
the  general  law ;  because,  by  the  law,  a  carrier  by  land  or 
sea  is  only  bound,  apart  from  special  contract  or  custom 
or  course  of  dealing,  to  take  the  goods  to  the  place  or  port 
to  which  he  goes.  And  it  does  not  appear  here,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  carriers  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  consignee  ;  but  that  according  to  the  course  of 
business,  the  consignees  send  for  the  goods  to  take  them 
away.  And  it  is  the  duly  of  the  consignee,  apart  from 
special  custom  or  contract,  to  use  due  and  reasonable  dili- 
gence to  discover  when  the  ship  arrives  with  his  goods  on 
board.  Of  course  he  cannot  be  expected  to  have  his 
lighters  always  lying  in  the  river  ready  to  receive  goods 
coming  from  abroad,  but  he  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH.  176 

time  after  the  ship  has  arrived.    Then,  in  a  case  of  this        1862. 
kind,  what  would  be  a  reasonable  time?     If  the  law  or  the      ^T^^'^^ 

HOULDBR 

custom  I89  that  the  consignee  is  to  send  for  his  goods,  how  v. 

long  is  the  shipowner  bound  to  keep  his  goods  on  board  ?  Stbam 
It  is  obvious  that  if  he  keeps  them  beyond  a  certain  time,  ^ompamy!* 
it  may  be  a  cause  of  serious  detriment  to  him.  Here  the 
steamer  went  back  on  the  Saturday  morning,  and  the 
goods  were  landed  on  Friday  evening.  Evidence  has  been 
given  that,  in  the  coasting  trade,  the  universal  time  allowed 
to  the  consignee  is  twenty-four  hours.  If  you  think  that 
a  reasonable  time,  and  that  the  consignee  was  bound  within 
that  time  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  to  take  his  goods 
away,  then  the  defendants  were  right,  and  are  entitled  to 
the  verdict.  The  plaintiff's  case  is,  that  the  question  of  rea- 
sonable time  does  not  arise  until  he  has  had  notice  of  the 
arrival;  and  that  the  custom  in  the  Newcastle  trade  is 
to  give  the  consignee  notice  either  of  arrival  or  expected 
arrival.     It  is  for  you  whether  that  is  established. 

It  is,  you  see,  a  custom  confined  only  to  one  port,  and  a 
custom  in  the  alternative.  And,  moreover,  here  the  con- 
signee knew  from  the  consignor  the  time  of  departure,  and, 
therefore,  the  probable  time  of  arrival.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  a  course  of  dealing  between  these  parties,  and  the 
case  rests  on  the  general  law  and  the  alleged  usage  of  the 
trade.  Supposing  there  was  no  such  usage  to  give  notice, 
then  the  general  case  applies ;  and  if  there  was,  then, 
ought  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  have  given  such 
notice?  They  could  have  found  the  address  from  the 
shipping  note;  ought  they  to  have  got  it  from  thence? 
There  can  be  no  doubt  they  could  have  found  the  plaintiff's 
address  had  they  looked  at  the  shipping  note.  If,  how- 
ever, there  was  no  such  usage  to  give  notice,  then  they 
were  not  bound  to  give  any  notice  at  all.  In  conclusion, 
his  Lordship  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  was  there 
a  custom  of  the  Port  of  London  such  as  the  defendants 
contended  for?    Secondly,  did  the  defendants  keep  the 

o2 
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1862.  goods  on  board  for  a  reasonable  time  ?    Thirdly,  were  the 

Holder 

0.  question  of  reasonable  time  would  not  arise,  as  the  plain 

Steam  ^'^  received  no  notice  at  all  before  the  arrival 


defendants  bound  to  give  notice?      In  which  case  the 
question  of  reasonable  time  would  not  arise,  as  the  plain* 
tiff  received  no  notice  at  all  before  the  arrival. 
Navigation        Tjjg  jypy  found  there  was  no  such  custom  to  give  notice. 


and  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


LandanSiitingi.  TURNER  V.   OWEN. 

Trmity  Term.     _. 

When  a  tea-  X  HE  first  count  stated  that  the  defendant  promised  to 

articles  at  a  pay  the  plaintiff  5/.,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at 

^erlfu aaim-  ^^^  request  of  the  defendant,  would  assist  in  navigating  a 

plied  warranty  gfaip  from  the  Falkland  Isles  home,  the  said  ship  being  at 

of  teamansbip,     ,      _,  j 

and  the  ship  IS  the  Falkland  Isles  in  a  leaky  condition,  unsea worthy,  and 
there  is  con^'     insufficiently   supplied   with  seamen,  and  unsafe  for  the 

for  extra  re-  Averment  of  performance. 

ward  to  induce         _  , 

him  to  saU  in         isreacb  :  non-payment 

^^'  Common  counts  for  work,  &c. 

Pleas  :  1.  Denying  the  promise  in  the  first  count. 

2.  That  the  ship  was  not  unseaworthy. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff,  being  a  seaman,  was  bound  and 
liable  to  serve  and  assist  in  navigating  the  ship  from  the 
Falkland  Isles  to  a  home  port  (the  ship  being  then  in  the 
condition  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned),  under  and  by 
virtue  of  certain  articles  of  agreement  before  then  lately 
made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  for  wages  and  reward  thereby  made  payable 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  And  that  such  articles 
were  in  full  force  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  agreement.  And  that  the  promise  declared  upon  was 
to  pay  wages  over  and  above  the  wages  mentioned  in  the 
articles.     Issue. 

Lawrence  and  Prendergast  for  the  plaintiff. 
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M.  Chambers  and  Brown  for  the  defendant.  l^^^- 

Iq  February,  I86O9  the  ship  of  which  the  defendant  was 
owner  was  four  years  old,  A.  1,  copper  bottom,  776  tons 
register.  And  in  March  she  sailed  from  England  for 
Otaheite,  laden  with  coal,  intending  to  bring  home  guano 
from  the  Chinchilla  Islands.  The  crew  consisted  of  nine- 
teen hands,  all  of  whom  had  signed  articles  for  the  voyage 
out  and  home. 

On  the  3rd  July,  on  her  return  voyage,  after  taking  in 
her  return  cargo,  she  met  with  rough  weather,  and  on  the 
4th  put  into  port  at  the  Falkland  Isles,  making  eight 
inches  water,  and  with  several  sails  split,  yards  broken, 
and  other  damage  done,  and  moreover  short  of  several 
hands  through  sickness.  The  crew  refused  to  proceed,  even 
with  a  promise  of  extra  hands,  considering  the  ship  not 
safe.  The  leak  being  beneath  the  cargo  could  not  be  got 
at  without  taking  out  the  cargo,  and  this  was  not  done. 

On  the  28th  August  the  crew  consented  to  proceed 
home,  on  condition  that  four  extra  hands  were  taken  ;  and 
these  hands,  of  whom  the  plain ti6P  was  one,  signed  articles 
in  the  usual  way. 

Od  the  30th  August,  just  before  the  ship  sailed,  the 
crew  refused  to  proceed  unless  the  captain  would  pay 
each  man  5/.  extra  for  the  voyage,  and  he  agreed  to  do  so, 
and  signed  a  memorandum  to  that  effect : — **  I  agree  to 
pay  the  crew  as  compensation  for  each  man  in  the  ship 
bL  for  the  passage  home.  (Signed)  J.  G.,  Master."  To 
this  it  was  added  that  the  men  were  to  do  nothing  but 
take  in  sails  and  work  the  pumps. 

On  the  31st  August  the  ship  sailed,  still  leaking,  and 
leaking  the  whole  way  home. 

The  plaintiff  was  called,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had 
signed  articles.  He  was  asked  as  to  a  conversation  between 
him  and  the  captain  before  he  had  signed,  in  which  he  said 
he  did  not  think  the  ship  seaworthy,  though  the  captain  had 
represented  U>  him  that  it  was  so. 
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1862. 


Turner 


Owen. 


Chambers  objected  that  after  articles  had  been  signed 
evidence  of  previous  parol  representations  was  not  admis- 
sible; but 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.y  said,  when  a  man  signs  articles  to  go 
on  board  ship  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  vessel 
is  seaworthy. 

The  plaintiff  stated  that  the  captain  had  told  him  before 
he  signed  the  articles  that  he  would  get  more  men,  but 
that  afterwards  he  said  be  could  not  get  the  full  number 
of  them,  and  then,  after  the  signing  of  the  articles,  entered 
into  the  alleged  agreement  with  the  crew,  which  the  plain** 
tiff  said  was  signed  in  his  presence,  and  in  which,  it  will 
be  observed,  the  extra  money  is  promised  as  compensation; 
so  that  according  to  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  the  money 
was  promised  as  compensation,  not  merely  for  services 
already  agreed  for  under  the  articles,  but  for  the  non- 
performance of  what  might  be  deemed  perhaps  a  previous 
warranty  or  stipulation,  on  the  facts  of  which  the  articles 
had  been  signed,  that  a  certain  number  of  men  should  be 
engaged.  The  plaintiff  stated  that  on  the  voyage  home 
he  had  to  work  at  the  pumps  constantly,  and,  in  addition, 
he  stated  that  the  vessel  was  not  seaworthy. 
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there  was  a  fair  voyage  home;  that  it  would  have  been         1862. 
quite  safe  to  come  home  with  the  old  crew ;  and  that  the 
captain  bad  more;  and  that  after  the  repairs  the  ship  was 
fit  for  the  homeward  voyage. 

CocKBURNy  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — When  a  seaman  has 
signed  articles,  he  cannot  claim  extra  remuneration  for  the 
same  services  as  are  included  in  the  articles.  On  the  other 
hand,  when  he  signs  articles  it  is  implied,  on  the  part  of 
the  owner,  that  the  ship  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  navi- 
gation, i.  e.,  shall  be  seaworthy.  And  if,  before  the  ship 
sets  sail,  the  seaman  discovers  that  she  is  one  in  which  he 
cannot  safely  embark,  he  can  refuse  to  do  so,  and  enter 
into  a  new  contract.  The  question  seems,  therefore,  to  turn 
upon  the  facts. 

Was  the  ship  seaworthy  or  not  when  the  captain  made 
the  contract  ? 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (a). 

(a)  See  Harrit  v.  Carter,  3  E.  &  buck  v.  Coffin,  3  M.  &  G.  842,  as 

B.  569,  that  snch  a  contract  would  to  an  original  executory  agreement 

be  void  in  case  of  detertion  by  to  pay  more  than  the  regular  rate 

other  seamen.    See  also  Clutter'  of  wages. 


Cf/ram  Cockburn,  C.  J. 

ATKINS  V.   PERRIN.  London Sitting$. 

A  Trinity  Term, 

Action  for  slander  of  title.  in  an  action 

w     m         t    rr  o       ^        i   •     ./*•  for  slandcr  of 

Lush  and  Hance  for  the  plamtiff.  title,  defendant 

having  iuued 

Hawkins  and  Herschel  for  the  defendant.  en  advertise- 

ment,  offering 

The  declaration  stating  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  widow  &  reward  for 

the  production 
of  a  will  of  a 
deceased  person  whose  property  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  sell,  as  administrator :  after 
having  been  told  by  the  attorney  for  the  deceased  that  there  was  no  will : — Held,  that  the 
qoestioa  was  whether,  after  this,  he  had  an  honest  and  reatonahle  belief  that  there  was  a 
wiU. 
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of  a  Mr.  Robert  Atkins,  and  the  defendant  was  a  build< 
It  seemed  that  Robert  Atkins  was  a  very  old  man,  and 
Aprily  1860,  he  married  the  plaintifi',  who  was  bis  hous 
keeper;  he  died  in  August  the  same  year  intestate.  Ti 
plaintiff'  took  out  letters  of  administration,  and  put  i 
some  of  the  property  for  sale,  including  the  property 
question :  leaseholds.  As  soon  as  the  advertisement 
the  sale  appeared  the  defendant  issued  handbills,  oiferii 
250/.  reward  for  the  production  of  any  will  made  by  Robe 
Atkins.  The  advertisement  was  in  these  terms : — "  I 
Atkins,  deceased.  To  solicitors  and  others.  250/.  rewar 
The  above  reward  will  be  giveii  for  the  production  of  ai 
will  of  the  deceased  since  the  Ist  April,  1860 — the  date 
his  marriage — he  having  died  on  the  6th  August,  1860, 
his  70th  year,"  &c.  On  the  day  of  the  sale  the  defenda 
attended  the  auction-room,  and  so  acted  that  no  one  wou 
bid,  and  there  was  an  end  of  the  sale.  The  defenda 
called  on  the  solicitor  of  the  deceased  and  asked  about 
will,  but  he  was  informed  that,  although  the  old  man  hi 
given  instructions  for  his  will,  no  such  document  had  be< 
executed.  In  twelve  months  after  the  time  that  the  fir 
sale  was  intended  the  property  was  again  advertised.  TI 
defendant  then  issued  another  set  of  handbills,  in  simil 
terms,  offering  a  reward  of  300/.  for  the  production  of  a  wi 
He  attended  the  sale,  and  said  the  title  to  the  property  w; 
disputed,  and  that  sale  was  prevented.  The  plaintiff  th< 
brought  this  action,  with  a  view  of  preventing  a  recurrem 
of  these  acts,  and  of  recovering  the  expenses  to  which  si 
had  been  put  in  the  sales,  &c. 

The  defence  was  that  the  plaintiff's  husband  and  tl 
defendant  were  very  old  friends,  and  that  three  weeks  b 
fore  his  death  the  defendant  called  on  the  old  man,  wt 
told  him  he  had  arranged  his  affairs.  Defendant  said  I 
hoped  he  had  done  it  satisfactorily.  Deceased  said  he  ha< 
and  from  this  the  defendant  said  he  believed  that  the  ol 
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roan  had  made  a  will.    The  defendant  was  called  to  prove         1862. 
this,  and  stated  that  when   he  issued  the  handbills  he 
believed  there  was  a  will,  and  he  never  should  get  rid 
of  that  impression.     He  bid  for  some  of  the  property  at 
the  sale. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  said  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  upon  the  second  occasion  the  defendant  had  a 
sincere  and  genuine  belief  that  there  was  a  will.  And 
even  if  they  thought  he  had  that  honest  beliefi  did  they 
consider  it  a  reasonable  one,  such  as  a  reasonable  man 
would  act  upon  ? 

The  jury  found  that  he  had  not  that  belief. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffy  damages  54/.  Is. 


THOMPSON  V.  CLARK.  L^dimsuHngi. 

JJECLARATION  on  a  contract  by  the  defendant,  that  in  On  a  contract 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff^  at  his  request,  would  pro-  propcUd^bor- 
cure  a  loan  to  him  of  7,000/.  at  6  percent,  on  the  security  «>''er  of  money 

'  r  »  J   xq  execute  a 

of  a  ship,  &c.,  the  defendant  would  execute  a  legal  mort-  Ugai  mortgm 

*,,.  -  ,  ,         ...^-ona  ship  and 

gage  of  the  snip  as  such  secunty,  and  pay  the  plamtifi  6  payconnniBsion 
per  cent,  commission,  and  also  all  legal  charges.    Aver-  ^^^Ji^"^^^ 
ment  of  performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  pro-  tj>eloan:  Held, 
cunng  the  loan,  &c.     Breach,  that  the  defendant  had  not  pnm&facU 
title  to  execute  a  legal  mortgage,  whereby,  &c.     Count  mortj^cl'but, 
for  commission.  5°  '^*  ?^'' 

dence,  it  was 
9     -n  f       «         !••/*•  '•^  *o  the  jury 

J.  Brown  for  the  plamtlff.  whether  the 

parties  so 

H.  James  for  the  defendant.  agreed,  and,  the 

loan  being  oo- 

On  the  3rd  November,  1861,  the  defendant  had  written,  withheld,  the 
and  for  commission,  to  one  Dodd,  an  attorney,  that  he  was  Ji7ead?iiu^rt^^ 
desirous  to  purchase  a  ship  for  25,000/.,  and,  in  order  to  Z^%^^^  ^'^ 
enable  him  to  pay  for  it,  required  7,000/.,  for  which   he  fendant  was 
would  pay  interest  at  6  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  also  com-  breach  of *he 

contract. 
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1862.  miesioo  of  5  per  cent.,  and  all  legal  charges.  On  thisy 
one  Graham^  Thompson's  partner,  went  to  the  plaintiff 
».  about  the  matter,  and  the  plaintiff  told  him  he  had  pur- 

chased a  ship,  and  had  paid  15,000/.  on  account,  and 
wanted  only  7,000/.  to  complete  the  purchase ;  Graham,  on 
the  part  of  Thompson,  agreed ;  but  demanded  a  higher 
rate  of  interest  On  the  18th  November  a  memorandum 
was  signed  by  the  defendant  in  these  terms  :-^ 

^  I  hereby  agree  to  accept  from  Mr.  Thompson  a  loan 
of  7,000/.  on  the  security  of  my  ship,  &c.,  and  to  give  a 
legal  mortgage  on  the  ship,  paying  interest  at  the  rate  of  8 
per  cent.,  and  5  per  cent,  commission." 

On  this,  Graham  k  Thompson  negotiated  a  loan  on  the 
above  terms  with  certain  persons  known  to  them.  The 
defendant  went  with  Graham  to  get  a  copy  of  the  ship's 
registry,  on  which  the  Atlantic  Steam  Company  appeared 
as  owners,  and  in  the  copy  he  erased  their  name  and  in- 
serted his  own.  The  r^stry  was  to  be  altered  into  his 
name  only  on  his  completion  of  the  purchase.  The  copy  was 
handed  to  the  intended  lender,  who  said  to  the  defendant, 
"  Is  this  2i  first  mortgage?"  to  which  he  answered,  "Yes." 
(The  defendant,  however,  alleged  that  he  had  understood 
the  question  to  be,  "  Is  there  a  first  mortgage  ?")  When 
the  time  came  to  complete  the  transaction  the  question 
was  repeated,  and  then  the  defendant  said  it  was  a  second 
mortgage.  On  which  the  transaction  was  abandoned,  the 
lender  refusing  to  complete.  In  point  of  fact,  there  was  a 
mortgage  on  the  ship  to  the  Atlantic  Company  for  15,000/. 
by  the  former  owner,  not  by  the  defendant,  who,  as  above 
mentioned,  was  not  yet  the  legal  owner. 

H.James  submitted  that  there  was  nothing  for  the  jury, 
and  that  the  written  contract  meant  merely  that  the  de- 
fendant would,  when  he  had  tlie  legal  title,  execute  a 
mortgage  of  the  ship ;  that  it  did  not,  in  the  case  of  a 
ship,  mean  a  first  mortgage,  and  tliat  parol  evidence  was 
not  udiaissible  to  show  that  it  did. 
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CocKBUBK,  C.  J.y  said  he  was  of  a  difTerent  opinion,  and         1862. 
thought  that  a  '*  legal  mortgage"  meant  a  **  first  mortgage/' 
for  a  second  mortgage  was  not,  properly  speaking,  a  **  legal 
mortgage/'  as  it  conveyed  no  legal  interest. 

Evidence  therefore  was  admitted  that,  as  above  stated, 
the  defendant  bad  said  it  was  to  be  a  first  mortgage.  And 
at  the  close  of  the  case, 

CoGKBURir,  C«  J.,  left  it  the  jury  whether  the  parties 
bad  in  effect  so  agreed ;  in  which  case,  be  said,  the  de- 
fendant would  be  liable. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  H.  James  moved,  M.  T.,  but  took  nothiog. 


Coram  Mellar,  J. 
ASHPITEL  (Executor  of  James  Pbto)  v.  BRYAN,      LanjonSitHngi. 

.  Trinity  Termm 

Action  by  the  executor  of  one  «/ames  Peto,  against  the  Defendant 
defendant,  on  a  bill  of  exchange  dated  22nd  May,  1857,  ceptef  abiU 
drawn  by  one  John  Peto,  upon  and  accepted  by  the  de-  cuwt?on^iifthe 
fendant  for  376/.,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  drawer,  John  Mmc  of  a  per- 

son  deceasedi 

Peto,  and  indorsed  by  him  to  the  testator,  James.  and  handed  it. 

Common  counts  for  money  lent  by  the  testator,  and  an  "ame  to  a"third 
account  stated  with  him.  ^^7'^^i  ♦ 

liable  to  that 

Pleas:    1.  That  John  Peto  did   not   indorse  the  bill,  parw;  andA«« 
.  no  defence 

issue.  that  the  con- 

2.  That  it  was  drawn  and  indorsed  for  the  accommoda-  ^^"^awett^f 
tion  ot  James  Peto,  and  without  consideration,  &c.  the  deceased,  in 

the  possession 

3.  That  the  bill  was  made  and  indorsed  in  the  name  of  of  the  indorsee, 
John  Peto  after  his  decease,  and  that  the  defendant  was  bUl  wasonan 

understanding 
that  the  iBdonee  ahould  uke  out  administration  to  his  estate  in  the  abstiwe  of  evidence  of 
ta  cxprcis  agreeioeDt  to  that  effect 
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1862.        afterwards  induced  to  accept  it  by  the  fraud  of  James  Peto. 
'^"■^^'^^       Issue. 

AtHPITEL 

(Executor  of  4.  That  John  Peto  died  intestate  and  indebted  to  the 
^""r.  "^  defendant  and  divers  persons,  and  possessed  of  certain 
Bbtan.  goods,  stock  in  trade,  &c.;  and  that  after  hit  death  it  was 
arranged  that  the  defendant  should  take  to  the  goods  for 
the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  John  Peto ;  and  that  the  bill 
was  drawn  by  one  Collins,  by  procuration  for  John  Peto, 
upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  by 
Ck>llins,  by  procuration  of  John  Peto,  and  handed  over  to 
James  Peto,  on  the  understanding  that  the  bill  should 
form  part  of  the  assets  of  John  Peto,  and  that  James 
should  take  out  administration  to  John,  and  that  the 
amount  should  be  divided  among  his  creditors.  That  the 
defendant  took  to  the  goods  and  gave  the  bill  in  pursuance 
of  that  arrangement,  and  that  James  might  sue  on  the  bill 
as  administrator  of  John,  and  not  otherwise,  and  on  no 
other  consideration;  that  James  had  not  taken  out  ad- 
ministration to  John ;  and  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to 
pay  the  lawful  administration  of  John.     Issue. 

Replication  to  the  first,  and  the  4th  pleas,  by  way  of  es- 
toppel, that  the  bill  was  drawn  and  indorsed  before  the  bill 
was  accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  that  he  had  hnowledge 
of  all  the  facts  at  the  time. 

Rejoinder,  that  before  the  drawing,  indorsing  and  ac- 
cepting, as  James  Peto  and  Collins  knew,  John  had  died ; 
and  that  afterwards,  by  the  procurement  of  James,  and 
without  authority  from  John,  the  bill  was  drawn  and  in- 
dorsed; and  that  James  knew  that  the  drawing  and  in- 
dorsing were  false  and  fictitious  (a). 

(a)  As  both  upon  the  pleadings  the  case  was  that  of  a  bill  drawn  by 

and  the  facts  it  appeared  that  John,  the  indorsee  in  the  name  of  a  fie- 

the  supposed  drawer,  was  dead  be-  titious  or  non-existing  person  ;  and 

fore  the  drawing  by  procuration;  and  as  alt  parties  knew  of  the  fact,  the 

his  death,  of  course,  would  have  re-  acceptor  clearly  would  be  liable  at 

▼oked   any  authority,   had  it  ex-  the  suit  of  a  second  and  innocent 

isted,  even  if  all  parties  had  not  indorsee ;  Gibson  v.  Minet,  1  H. 

known  of  the  death  as  they  did;  Bl.  569;  Gibhon  v.  HunUr,  2  H. 
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Gixrth  for  the  plaintifT. 

Hawkins  and  12.  Clarke  for  the  defendant. 


1862. 


ASHPITBL 

James  and  John  Peto  were  brothers,  and  had  carried  on   Jambs  Peto) 
business  separately  on  the  same  premises ;  one  as  currier,       brtan. 
the  other  as  harness  manufacturer. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by 
procuration  of  Collins,  for  goods  sold  to  the  defendant  by 
James  Peto. 

The  case  for  the  defendant  was  that  the  goods  were  the 
stock  in  trade  of  John  Peto,  and  that  the  bill  was  given, 
after  his  death,  to  his  brother  James,  under  the  circum- 


Bla.  288;  and  the  acceptor,  in 
•Qch  a  case,  is  considered  as  ac- 
cepting to  pay  to  the  order  of  the 
person  who  (really)  signed  as  the 
drawer,  t.  e,  in  the  case  of  James, 
Collins  having  really  drawn  and 
indorsed  as  his  agent ;  Cooper  v. 
JMryer,  10  B.  &  C.  469.  Ordi- 
narily, a  bill  payable  to  the  order  of 
a  person  is  payable  to  him  ;  Smith 
?.  M*Clue,  5  East,  476;  and  the 
bill,  perhaps,  might  haye  been  de- 
clared as  a  bill  or  note  made  by 
Jame$  payable  to  his  order;  Edit 
?.  Bwy,  6  B.  &  C.  433.  But  it 
was  declared  on  as  a  bill  drawn  by 
ioAa,  which  it  cannot  have  been 
and  was  not  in  fact.  As  against  a 
party  who  did  not  know  the  fact ; 
the  acceptor  might  have  been  es- 
topped ;  Drayton  v.  Dale,  2  B.  & 
C.  293 ;  and  no  doubt,  as  against 
any  innocent  holder,  the  acceptor 
it  estopped  from  disputing  the  com- 
petence of  the  drawer ;  Sanderson 
V.  Cottntan,  4  M.  &  G.  208; 
Braithwaite  ▼.  Gardner,  8  Q.  B. 
Rep.  433;  Halifax  v.  Lyle, 
3  Eich.  446  ;  and  so  it  should  seem 
as  to  his  existence.  The  drawing  in 
the  name  of  a  fictitious  person,  if 


not  with  the  knowledge  of  the  ac- 
ceptor, would  be  a  forgery;  but 
even  then  the  acceptor  would  be 
estopped  from  disputing  the  draw- 
ing :  though  aliter  as  to  an  indorse- 
ment unless  he  knew  of  it ;  fife- 
man  V.  Duck,  11  M.  &  W.  251. 
Here,  however,  the  defendant,  the 
acceptor,  knew  of  the  facts,  and 
would  seem  to  have  been  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  made  a 
note  payable  to  the  order  of  James, 
or  as  if  James  had  drawn  by  an 
agent's  hand  in  the  name  of  John 
(Burmester  v.  Hogarth,  11  M  &  W. 
97) ;  or  as  if  John  or  his  admi- 
nistrator had  really  drawn  the  bill 
payable  to  his  order,  and  had  then 
indorsed  to  James;  in  either  of 
which  cases  it  would  hardly  have 
been  a  defence  that  it  was  in  con- 
sideration of  goods,  the  assets  of 
John  :  that  would  only  show  that 
John's  administrator  could  recover 
against  James ;  as  no  doubt,  upon 
the  facts,  any  future  administrator 
of  John  could  recover  against  the 
executor  of  James  in  respect  of 
the  sum  in  question,  as  to  which 
James  would  have  been  executor 
de  son  tort. 
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1802.  stances  set  forth  in  the  special  plea ;  which  was  proved,  in 

^'^^'^^^  fact,  except  that  it  appeared  that  nothing  was  said  by 

(Executor  of  Jsto^^Sy  or  expressly  agreed  or  mentioned  as  to  his  taking 

Jambs  Pbto)  q^^  administration. 

9, 

Bbtan.  Collins  and  the  defendant  were  both  called  to  support 

the  defence,  and  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  was  that 
James  suggested  to  him  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of 
his  brother's  estate  that  he,  the  defendant,  should  at  once 
take  to  his  stock  in  trade  alid  give  a  bill  for  it,  as  and  for 
.  the  estate  of  the  intestate ;  and,  although  nothing  was 
said  as  to  administration,  in  terms,  it  was  stated  by  the  de- 
fendant that  James  and  he  would  **  look  after  the  interests 
of  his  brother's  children,  and  manage  their  affairs." 

Before  taking  out  administration,  however,  James  died, 
*  and  no  one  had  yet  taken  out  administration  to  John 
Peto(a). 
At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

Hawkins f  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  as  it  appeared  (having  been  elicited  in 
cross-examination)  that  the  bill  was  drawn  and  indorsed  in 
the  name  of  a  non-existing  person  ;  but, 

Oarthf  in  answer  to  the  objection,  cited  Drayton  v. 
JDale{b). 

Mbllor,  J.,  said  the  defendant  would  be  estopped  (c) 
from  setting  up  such  an  objection,  as  he  knew  the  facts. 

Clarke  submitted  that  there  was  no  estoppel,  because  all 
the  parties  knew  the  facts  (e{);  but, 

Mellor,  J.,  said  this  would  not  affect  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover,  if  the  fourth  plea  was  not  proved. 

Hawkins  thereupon  proposed  to  tender  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions; whereupon, 

(a)  That  the  defendant  would  be  Vol.  II.,  p.  351. 

liable  over  to  any  future  adminis-  (6)  2  B.  &  C.  293. 

trator,  vide  FoUer  v.  Batti,  12  M.  (c)  Vide  ante,  p.  184  (a). 

&  W.  226  ;   Searsan  y.  Rabinton,  (d)  Vide  nipra. 
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Mellor,  J.,  said  he  was  so  clear  upon  the  point,  that,  if        1662. 
the  plaintiff  got  a  verdict,  he  should  not  stay  execution.  v^n^^^ 

A8BFITEL 

Hawkins  then  proposed  that  the  point  should  be  re-   (Exec»^or  of 
served  on  condition  of  his  undertaking  not  to  carry  the  «. 

case  further ;  to  which 

Garth  consented,  and 

MsLLOR,  J.,  reserved  the  point  on  that  condition.     . 

Hawkins  then  went  into  evidence  in  support  of  his  de- 
fence, as  above  set  forth  in  the  special  plea,  calling  the 
defendant  for  that  purpose. 

In  the  course  of  examining  the  defendant,  after  it  had 
appeared  that  nothing  had  been  said  as  to  James  taking 
out  administration  to  John,  but  that  James  said  he  would 
look  after  his  late  brother's  affairs^  &c., 

Clarke  proposed  to  ask  him  whether  he  had  given  the 
bill  under  the  expectation  and  belief  that  James  would 
take  out  administration  to  his  brother. 

Garik  objected;  but  Mellor,  J.,  allowed  the  ques- 
tion ;  to  which  the  witness  answered  that  he  had  given 
the  bill  only  under  that  impression,  and  that  he  would  not 
have  given  it  except  for  that  belief,  because  he  knew  he 
would  be  liable  to  any  lawful  administration  of  John. 

Mellor,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  agreement  in 
the  4th  plea  was  proved.  They  found  it  a  "  mere  after- 
thought and  pretence,"  on  which  the  learned  Judge  was 
of  opinion  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  In  M.  T.  Clarke  got  a  rule  the  verdict  on  the  denial  of  the  in^ 
(which  is  pcoding),  on  the  ground  dorsement.  Sed  vide  ante,  p.  185, 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to      in  noiis. 
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LandomXttings.  PEREZ    AND   ANOTHBR  9.    ALSOP. 

Trhdtp  Term,       . 

Tlie  lien  of  a  ^CTION  by  shipper  against  master,  on  a  bill  of  lading, 
frllrghTiSDr  1^^  -l^""®'  '8^^'  whereby  the  defendant  promised  the 
entire,  ig  not  plaintiffs  that  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  shipped  on  board  his 
by  allowing  ship  at  Seville  should  be  delivered  at  London  to  the  plain- 
goods  to  be  tiff^>  01*  ^heir  assigns — he  or  they  paying  freight  as  per 
S?r„ro?:"  charter-party. 

portion  only  of      Breach :  non-delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  plaintiffs  or 

without  tome  their  assigns,  on  payment  of  freight  as  per  charter-party. 
firact^itlTthe        Second  count,  that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of 

^r^dT'Sli^"*  g<>od*  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  which  he  had  a  lien  for  freight; 

of  the  ihip.  and,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs  would  pay  651.  to 

ffmftfe,  that  ISAVis  and  Newman,  the  defendant  promised  them  to  de- 

nflry authority        Breach:  non-delivery;  wher.eby  they  had  to  pay  more 

freight,  have     than  was  due,  in  order  to  get  the  goods. 

e^uH'tf  1?      Third  count :  in  detinue. 

a  contract  Pleas  (to  each  of  the  special  counts) :  denying  the  con- 

tract and  breach  in  each. 

And,  to  the  last  count,  setting  up  a  lien  on  the  goods. 
Replication  in  denial,  and  new  assignment — detention 
for  different  purposes;     and   also  a  further  replication, 
setting  up  the  agreement  with  Ellis  and  Newman,  stated  in 
the  second  count.     Issue. 

ilf.  Smith  and  JDowdeswell  for  the  plaintiff. 

Collier  and  Hannen  for  the  defendant 

The  plaintiffs  were  Spanish  merchants ;  the  defendant 
was  master  of  the  ship. 

On  the  26th  April,  1861,  the  ship,  with  four  others,  was 
chartered  to  Euthoneus,  by  Ellis  and  Newman  as  agents 
of  the  ship,  for  1,200  tons  of  lead,  at  I65.  per  ton,  to  sail 
from  Seville  on  the  31st  May,  under  a  penalty  of  5/.  a  day 
for  delay  in  being  ready  to  load. 

Euthoneus  transferred  their  interest  in  the  charter  to  the 
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plaintiffs,  who  were  not  ready  to  load  the  cargo  in  time  to        1862. 
complete  within  the  last  day.  ^•-•v-^/ 

On  the  7th  June  the  ship  sailed,  the  bill  of  lading  being   and  Another 
dated  on  the  6th.    There  was  thus  a  delay  of  six  days.  Amof. 

There  was  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  who  was  to  blame 
for  this  delay. 

On  the  16th  July,  Ellis  and  Newman,  the  ship's  agents, 
wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  that  the  ship  had  arrived,  and  ask* 
ing  them  to  take  the  lead  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  defendant,  the  captain,  refused,  however,  to  deliver 
the  cargo  until  the  full  freight  was  paid,  which  came 
to  1062. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  to  deduct  30/.  for  six  days*  penalty 
under  the  charter-party,  which  would  leave  72/.  only  due. 

On  the  20th  July  the  plaintiffs  went  to  Ellis  and  New- 
man, who  said  they  could  not  settle  the  dispute,  but  that 
if  the  plaintiffs  would  pay  65/.  on  account  of  freight,  they 
would  give  an  order  as  to  the  cargo,  and  the  matter  might 
afterwards  be  settled. 

The  plaintiffs  paid  the  66/.  to  Ellis  and  Newman,  and 
got  a  receipt  "on  account  of  freight,"  and  also  a  delivery 
order,  upon  which,  however,  the  defendant,  the  master,  re- 
fused to  deliver  more  of  their  goods,  the  freight  of  which 
that  sum  would  cover. 

Eventually  the  balance  was  paid  under  protest. 

Collier,  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  there  was  no 

evidence  of  an  authority  to  dispense  with  a  tender  of  the 

freight,  as  per  charter-party,  according  to  the  bill  of  lading; 

and  as  to  the  supposed  set-off  for  penalties,  even  if  it  could 

be  sustained,  it  would  leave  a  sum  still  due  for  freight 

above  the  sum  paid,  but  it  could  not  be  sustained,  for  the 

plaintiffs  were  in  fault  and  were  Uable  to  demurrage.    And 

although  the  defendant  could  not  detain  the  goods  for 

demurrage,  yet  as  they  had  a  right  to  detain  them  for  the 

balance  of  freight,  the  detention  was  not  unlawful,  and 

the  money  could  not  be  recovered. 

VOL.  III.  p  p.F. 


190  CASES  AT  THE 

^^^•^  It  appeared  that  the   raaster,  the  defeodant,  bad  no 

knowledge  of  the  arrangement  with  Eilia  and  Newman, 
DOT  had  in  any  way  authorized  or  adopted  it,  bat,  on  the 
contrary,  had  dieeented  from  it  and  disclaimed  it,  and  he 
had  only  authorized  tbem  to  receive  freight. 

Mellor,  J.  (to  the  jury). — It  may  be  taken  that  the 
defendant  was  not  to  blame  as  to  the  delay  in  loading. 
Then  he  was  entitled  to  recover  the  full  freight,  and  there 
is  a  lien  for  freight,  although  not  for  demurrage;  so  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  deliver  the  goods,  but  on  payment  of 
the  entire  freight,  unless  by  virtue  of  the  agreement.  As 
to  which  you  are  to  consider  whether  it  was  by  authority 
of  the  defendant,  and  whether,  if  so,  it  was  absolute  or 
only  conditional.  It  appears  that  the  brokers  had  only 
the  ordinary  authority  to  receive  freight,  and  had  no 
special  authority. 

If  it  was  only  conditional  or  provisional,  then  the  de- 
fendant had  all  his  original  rights,  and  so  is  not  liable. 
The  first  question  then  comes  to  this,  whether  the  agree- 
ment was  provisional  and  partial,  or  was  to  operate  as  a 
general  and  total  release  of  the  goods  on  payment  only  of 
a  part  of  the  freight. 

The  jury  found  that  the  agreement  was  partial  only, 
and  returned  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


HARRISON   V.  THE   UNIVERSAL   MARINE   IN- 

LmdanSittingi.  SURANCE   COMPANY. 

Trinity  Term.       . 

In  the  absence  A.CTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated  the  2nd  July, 
llnA^^^*  I860,  for  2,000/.  on  the  ship  Kensington,  valued  at 
fn^ir^^lTa^'  10,000/.,  claiming  for  an  average  loss,  by  perils  of  the  seas, 
•hip'8  bottom,    17/,  \Qs.  8d.  per  cent 

caused  not  by 

the  ordinary 

action  of  tlie  winds  and  waves,  but  by  their  violent  action  in  a  atorm ;  and   it  is  doubtful 

whether  evidence  of  a  custom  that  they  are  not  to  be  liable  for  injuries  to  the  bottom  or  below 

the  water-linct  unless  caused  by  striking  against  the  ground,  or  some  foreign  substance  otber 

than  water,  it  admissible  to  control  the  construction  of  the  policy.    Semble,  that  it  is  not. 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Plea:  payneiit  of  120/.,  and  payment  into  Court  of 

140/.,  at  the  rate  of  70*.  per  cent  ^ 

'  Harrison 

M.  Smithy  Q.C.,  Karslake,  Q.C.,  and  Horace  Llot/d,  ^hb 

for  the  plaintiff.  ^ulmisi^ 

Lush,  Q.C.,  Brett,    Q.C.,  and  Honyman  for  the  de-  CompaSy! 
fendants. 

On  the  2nd  July,  I860,  the  policy  was  entered  into^ 
the  ship  being  then  on  her  return  from  Calcutta.  There 
was  evidence  that  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  to  the  Cape 
the  ship  had  strained  in  stormy  weather. 

On  the  11th  July  there  was  a  heavy  storm,  in  which 
the  ship  was  severely  strained. 

On  the  30th  July  the  ship  put  into  Rio,  labouring  under 
a  leak. 

The  ship  remained  there  until  October,  for  the  purpose 
of  repairs,  and  several  surveys  took  place,  to  ascertain 
what  were  necessary.  For  that  purpose  it  was  necessary 
to  have  the  ship  "  hove  down,"  and  it  was  found  that  the 
copper  sheathing  beneath  the  water-line  was  damaged^ 
and  required  to  be  removed  and  replaced,  in  order  to 
get  at  and  stop  the  leak. 

The  necessary  repairs  were  done,  and  the  ship  sailed  on 
her  voyage  home. 

The  ship  had  not  struck  on  the  ground,  or  against  a 
rock,  or  any  external  substance. 

In  February,  1861,  the  ship  reached  London,  and  was 
ionreyed. 

In  the  statement  of  the  average  loss  the  underwriters 
objected  to  items  for  the  expense  of  heaving  down  and 
repairing  the  leak,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  usual  to 
pay  for  damage  to  a  ship  beneath  the  water-line,  as  such 
damage  could  not  be  caused  by  violence  of  the  winds  and 
waves,  and  so  was  not  chargeable  to  perils  of  the  seas, 
unless  where  caused  by  striking  against  the  ground  or 
some  external  or  foreign  substance. 
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Brett  opened  a  case  for  the  defence,  founded  on  such  a 
supposed  custom. 

M,  Smith  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the  CYidence, 
as  it  was  adduced  to  alter  or  affect  the  policy. 

Mellor,  J.y  admitted  the  evidence,  as  it  had  been  ad- 
mitted by  CoLBRiDGBy  J.,  in  the  case  of  a  ship  called  the 
Pemberton(a);  but  he  admitted  it,  subject  to  leave  to 
move,  and  said  the  usage  must  be  shown  to  be  so  general 
as  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be  known  and  submitted  to  by 
the  insured. 

Witnesses,  chiefly  average  staters,  or  consulting  average 
staters,  were  called  to  prove  the  supposed  custom. 

The  question  put  was,  **  Is  there  a  general  practice,  in 
settling  claims  for  particular  average,  as  to  allowing  or 
disallowing  items  of  damage  done  beneath  the  water-line 
when  the  ship  has  not  been  in  contact  with  the  ground  or 
some  foreign  and  external  substance,  other  than  the  sea  ?*' 

The  witnesses  said  the  custom  was  not  to  allow  for  such 
damages,  and  in  particular  not  to  allow  for  injury  to 
copper  sheathing,  which  was  always  below  the  water 
level ;  and  they  said  this  custom  had  existed  ever  since 
copper  sheathing  had  been  used — more  than  fifty  years. 

When  pressed  as  to  the  case  of  a  ship  cast  on  her  beam 
ends,  so  as  to  leave  part  of  her  bottom  exposed,  and  then 
struck  by  a  heavy  sea  thereon,  so  as  to  shake  and  strain 
her  and  loosen  her  sheathing,  and  thus  cause  a  leak,  they 


(a)  A  case  cited  from  the  MS. 
•horthand  notes,  in  the  possession  of 
the  attornies  Walton  and  Bubb.  It 
has  recently  been  held,  that,  as  the 
object  of  insurance  is  to  afford  pro- 
tection against  contingencies  and 
dangers  which  may  or  may  not  occur, 
it  cannot  properly  apply  to  a  case  in 
which  the  loss  or  injury  must  in- 
evitably take  place  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things ;   and,  therefore, 


that  an  insurance  against  "perils 
of  the  seas"  does  not  cover  an  in- 
jury, resulting  from  the  ordinary 
action  of  sea-water  on  an  article 
exposed  to  that  action  in  such  a 
state  as  inevitably  to  receive  injury 
from  it ;  PaUrson  v.  Harrii,  30 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  354.  And  as  to  evi- 
dence of  usage  not  incons'utent  with 
the  terms  of  the  policy,  see  MiUer 
V.  TUherington,  Ibid.  Exch.  217. 
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could  give  no  satisfactory  reason  why  this  should  not  be 
deemed  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas,  although  an  injury 
caused  by  the  very  same  sea  above  the  water-line  would 
be  deemed  so. 

And  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  went  to  show  that  a 
heavy  sea  striking  a  ship  above  would  strain  her  down  to 
her  bottom^  and  loosen  and  weaken  her  throughout  her 
whole  structure,  and  so  cause  a  leak  beneath  the  water- 
line. 

The  witnesses  said  that  where  there  was  no  copper 
sheathing  the  same  rule  applied  as  to  injuries  to  the  ship's 
bottom  if  beneath  the  water,  but  that  as  to  copper-sheathed 
ships,  the  test  was  whether  the  injury  was  on  the  sheathing, 
which  was  always  beneath  the  water. 

They  admitted,  however,  that  the  alleged  custom  had 
often  been  disputed,  and  that  the  claims  were  then  com- 
promised ;  and  it  had  never  been  litigated  except  in  the 
case  of  the  ship  Pemberton,  tried  at  Liverpool,  and  that 
there  the  jury  found  against  the  supposed  custom ;  and 
also  in  the  case  of  Philips  v.  Irving^  tried  at  Guildhall  in 
1849,  where  there  was  a  similar  result.  They  could  give 
no  reason  for  the  usage,  but  a  theory  that  the  winds  and 
waves  could  not  act  on  the  bottom  of  a  ship,  so  as  to 
injure  it  seriously  beneath  the  water. 

M.  Smith,  in  cross-examining  the  witnesses  for  the 
defendants  as  to  the  alleged  custom,  was  allowed  to  read 
passages  from  works  of  various  mercantile  writers  on 
Average,  to  a  contrary  effect;  but 

Brett  was  not  allowed  to  put  into  the  hands  of  his  wit- 
nesses passages  from  such  works  in  support  of  the  sup- 
posed custom. 

Mbllob,  J.,  pointed  out  the  differences  in  this  respect 
between  examination  in  chief  and  cross-examination. 

Among  the  works  thus  cited  were  Bailey  on  Average; 
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Stepkenaon  on  Average  ;  Beneche  on.  Average  ;  and  Hopkime 
on  Average, 

Hopkins,  an  average  stater,  was  called  for  the  defead- 
ants  to  prove  the  supposed  custom,  and  referred  to  aod 
adopted  a  passage  in  his  book  as  staiiog  his  evidence  on 
the  subject  (a).  (This  passage  was  relied  on  by  both 
sides.) 

All  the  witnesses  for  the  defendants  admitted  that  the 
alleged  custom  was  often  disputed. 

One  of  them  contradicted  the  others  as  to  its  effect 

Several  of  them  admitted  that  they  had  allowed  iteioa 
claimed  for  damage  coming  within  the  supposed  costosd ; 
but  these  instaqces  tjbey  accounted  for  as,  compromises. 

At  the  close  of  the  case» 

Mellor,  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  question  is,  whether  this 
was  a  loss  ^*  by  perils  of  the  seas.**  The  policy  is  a  con- 
tract of  indemnity  against  such  perils.  In  my  opinion 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  alter  or  to  control  its  terms; 
but  the  evidence  has  been  admitted  provisionally,  as  to  an 
alleged  custom  not  to  allow  for  such  a  loss  as  caused  bjr 
perils  of  the  seas ;  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  that 
custom  has  been  proved.  Such  a  custom  must  be  so  well 
known  and  general,  as  that  it  must  be  supposed  to  have 
been  in  the  mind  of  both  parties  to  the  policy,  and  they 
must  be  deemed  to  have  contracted  on  that  footing.  It 
must  therefore  have  been  notorious  and  recognized  and 
acted  upon,  and  if  it  was  often  disputed,  and  compromised, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  can  have  been  such  a  custom* 
Moreover  a  custom  must  be  reasonable,  or  it  cannot  be 
legal,  even  though  general;  and  as  to  this  custom^  you 
must  consider,  on  the  one  hand,  that  a  shipowner  does  not 
insure  against  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  and  has  no  right, 
under  pretence  of  damage  by  perils  of  the  seas,  to  have 
such  wear  and  tear  replaced,  and  an  old  ship  repaired,  at 


{a)  Vide  Hopkins*  Handbook  qf  Average,  ed.  1854,  p.  120. 
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the  expense  of  Ibe  underwriters ;  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  it  does  not  seem  very  reasonable  that  damage  done 
by  a  heavy  sea  or  a  storm  above  the  water-line  should  be 
deeoied  damage  done  by  perils  of  the  seas,  but  that  damage 
done  by  the  very  same  sea  below  the  line  should  not  be  so 
deemed. 

Apart  from  the  limitation  on  the  contract  by  the  alleged 
custom^  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas  must  be  taken  to  include 
damage  done  by  winds  and  waves  in  a  tempest  or  storm  ; 
but  the  custom  excludes  such  damage,  if  done  beneath  the 
water-line*  It  is  for  you  to  say  if  such  a  custom  exists. 
It  is  not  dispixted  that  the  course  taken  in  putting  into 
Rio  and  having  the  ship  hove  down  and  repaired  as  it  was, 
was  a  prudent  and  proper  course  to  adopt. 

But  apart  from  the  custom,  if  we  must  be  satisfied  that 
Uie  damage  done  was  really  caused  by  perils  of  the  seas; 
and  if  you  think  the  leak  arose  from  the  defective  or  un- 
seaworthy  state  of  the  ship  before  she  was  insured,  then 
you  must  find  for  the  defendants. 

For  you  must  be  satisfied,  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  loss  was  caused  by  perils  of  the  seas  during  the  voyage 
home. 

In  conclusion,  the  learned  Judge  left  to  the  jury  the 
following  questions,  which  were  given  to  them  in  writing 
by  the  learned  Judge: — 1.  Was  the  expense  of  re-copper- 
ing reasonably  and  prudently  incurred?  2.  Was  the 
injury  occasioned  by  perils  of  the  sea?  3.  Was  there 
notoriously  a  custom  (in  stating  claims  for  average  loss 
between  the  underwriters  and  shipowners)  to  confine  the 
claim  to  damage  above  the  water-line,  unless  occasioned 
by  striking  the  ground,  or  by  collision  with  some  substance 
other  than  the  water?  4.  Was  the  plaintiflT  aware  of  such 
a  custom  ? 

At  a  quarter  past  5  o'clock  the  jury  returned  into  Court, 
and  the  foreman  said  they  were  agreed  as  to  the  first, 
second  and  fourth  questions,  and  were  11  to  1  on  the 
third. 
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The  learned  Judge  explained  at  some  length  that  the 
custom  must  be  well  recognized  and  established — not  a 
thing  done  to-day  and  not  done  to-morrow — not  enforced 
sometimes  and  sometimes  compromised,  but  something  so 
well  understood,  that  without  being  expressed  it  attached 
to  every  contract  of  this  nature. 

The  jury  retired  and  were  locked  up  all  night,  and  ulti- 
mately agreed  to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  ques- 
tions submitted  by  the  learned  Judge.  They  found  that 
the  cost  of  re-coppering  the  Kensington  was  reasonably 
and  prudently  incurred  ;  that  the  injury  which  necessitated 
the  expense  was  occasioned  by  perils  of  the  sea;  that 
there  was  no  custom  to  limit  the  liability  of  underwriters 
to  damage  above  the  water-line,  except  when  damage 
below  the  water-line  was  caused  by  striking  the  ground  or 
coming  in  collision  with  some  substance  other  than  water, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  any  such  custom 
when  he  insured  the  ship  with  the  defendants'  company. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 


(a)  The  foUowiDg,  in  exact 
terms,  were  the  questions  submitted 
for  the  jury,  with  their  finding 
thereon : — 

Q.  *'  Was  the  expense  of  heaving 
down  and  re-coppering  the  ship 
reasonably  and  prudently  incurred, 
with  a  view  to  the  safety  of  the  ship 
and  the  performance  of  the  voyage 
insured?"— A.  "Yes." 

Q.  "  Was  the  injury  which  oc- 
casioned that  expense  a  peril  of  the 
sea  incurred  during  the  voyage  in- 
sured, or  did  it  arise  in  the  ordi- 
nary wear  and  tear  of  the  ship  in- 
cident to  the  vessel  in  performing 
her  ordinary  duty  V* — A.  "  From 


the  perils  of  the  sea  on  the  voyage 
insured,  and  not  from  ordinary  wear 
and  tear." 

Q.  "  Is  there  notoriously  a  gene- 
ral custom  or  practice,  in  stating 
and  settling  claims  for  average 
losses  between  underwriters  and 
persons  insured,  to  confine  them  to 
damage  above  the  water-line,  un- 
less occasioned  by  striking  the 
ground,  or  collision  with  some  sub- 
stance other  than  water?'* — A. 
*'  No  such  custom  is  established." 

Q.  "Was  the  plaintifiT,  or  his 
principals,  aware  of  the  practice  or 
custom  alleged  at  the  time  this 
policy  was  made?" — A.  "  No." 
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Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Guildhall^  coram  Erie,  C.  J.         ,^^     ' 

BREMIN6   AND   OTHERS  V.    MACKIE.  UndonmttUig,. 

-p.  Trinity  Term. 

Declaration,  that  in  consideration  that  the  plain-  Even  where  an 

tiffs  would  receive  on  board  a  ship  of  theirs  goods  of  the  tl^rity  unr^" 

defendant's,  to  be  conveyed  from  London  to  Algoa  Bay,  ^°.      ^°  **"  ^ 
'  ^  c*  jf  ceive  paymenty 

the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiffs  that  he  would,  two  ^^^  ordinary 
months  after  the  ship  should  have  set  sail,  pay  to  the  the  absence  of 
plaintiffs  in  advance,  freight  and  primage.  "J  spldaT* 

Averments,  that  the  goods  were  received  and  that  the  *««honty.  "t 

'  ^  that  the  autho- 

ship  set  sail.  rit^  ia  to  re- 

•D         i_  -  ceive  payment 

Breach,  nonpayment.  in  the  oniinary 

Common  counts  for  freight  and  primage,  and  an  account  J|^\^^""" 

stated,  &C.  m«nt  to  the 

_.-         / .  ».  N  ^     T>  "g^nt  in  any 

Fleas  {inter  alta)  :  4.  Payment  other  wajr  he- 

6    0-^*  ^er  fiwr«  the  time 

.  bCt-Oft.  ^,,en  due,  wiU 

6.  That  the  claim  was  satisfied  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  °«*»  '^ ^f*  ^ 

•'  "^  a  revocation 

defendant  mutually  agreeing  to  set  off  and  setting  off  the  before  that 
claim  against  a  good  and  valid  claim  of  the  defendant  jj^ment'u 
against  the  plaintiffs,  of  an  equal  amount,  in  respect  of  !^fl|f  * 
damages  sustained   by  the  defendant  by  reason  of  the 
breach  by  the  plaintiffs  of  a  contract  made  by  them  with 
the  defendant    Issue. 

7.  That  the  claim  was  solely  under  the  contract  in  the 
1st  count,  and  that  such  contract  was  made  by  and  with 
the  authority  and  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  defendant 
with  certain  persons  (Dando  &  Chetwynd),  in  their  own 
names,  as  if  they  were  the  actual  principals  and  the  owners 
or  charterers  of  the  ship,  and  interested  in  and  entitled  to 
receive  the  freight  to  their  own  use,  and  that  by  the  au- 
thority of  the  plaintiffs  they  so  appeared  to  the  defendant ; 
and  the  defendant  did  not  know,  nor  had  they  the  means 
of  knowing,  that  the  ship  was  chartered  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  that  the  defendants  were  not  interested  and  entitled,  &c., 
and  that  before  they  knew  or  had  the  means  of  knowing 
this,  they  satisfied  the  claim  by  payment  to  D.  &  Co. 
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8.  Similar  to  the  last,  except  in  substituting  for  the 
allegation  of  payment  one  of  set-off,  as  in  the  6th  plea« 
Issue. 

Lush  and  Hangman  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  Quatn  and  Z.  Kelly  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  were  ship-brokers,  and  had  chartered  the 
ship  and  issued  a  card,  on  which  the  public  were  directed 
to  refer  to  "  Dando  &  Co.  or  Breming  &  Co."  Dando-  k 
Chetwynd  were  also  brokers,  employed  by  the  plaiutifis  to 
get  freight  for  the  vessel,  and  in  June  they  called  on  the 
defendant,  and  proposed  to  him  to  ship  goods  in  the  vessel. 
They  afterwards  agreed  with  Dando  &  Co.  as  to  the  ship- 
ment of  certain  goods,  and  Dando  &  Co.  noted  the  terms 
on  the  card — payment  to  be  in  two  months  from  shipment* 
There  was  some  delay  in  loading  ;  and  on  the  17th 
August,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  defendant  to  the  effect 
that  they  should  hold  him  responsible  for  demurrage. 

Some  of  the  goods  were  "  shut  out ;"  and  on  the  20th 
August,  the  defendant  wrote  to  Dando  &  Co.,  that  he 
should  hold  them  and  their  owners  responsible  for  the  loss 
thereby  caused.  In  consequence  of  that,  Dando  &  Co. 
arranged  that  the  goods  shut  out  should  be  sent  by  another 
vessel,  and  that  the  difference  in  freight  should  be  de- 
ducted from  the  freight  accounts  of  the  former  shipment 
by  plaintiffs'  vessel. 

There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that 
with  the  biUs  of  lading  they  sent  to  the  defendant  freight 
notes,  making  the  freight  payable  to  themselves.  The  evi- 
dence for  the  defendant  was,  that  these  were  returned 
through  Dando  k  Co.,  and  that  the  bills  of  lading  were 
sent  by  him  to  them  and  returned  signed. 

There  was  also  evidence  of  a  conversation,  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  stated  that  Dando  &  Co.  were  only  to  collect  the 
goods,  not  receive  the  freight 

On  the  17th  August,  Dando  &  Co.  sent  freight  notes  to 
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tbe  defendaat;  and  on  the  6tb  September,  got  him  to  ac* 
ctpt  a  bill  for  160/.  for  part  of  the  freight,  dated  tbe  24tb 
August,  and  payable  at  two  months,  so  as  to  be  payable 
OQ  tbe  27th  October;  the  freight  being  due,  by  the  agree- 
ment, oik  tbe  19th  October^  and  discount  being  allowed. 

On  the  2nd  October,  the  defendant  gave  Dando  &  Co, 
a  cheque  for  114/.,  the  balance  of  the  freight,  dedncting 
30/.,  allowed  to  him  by  them  on  account  of  the  freight  for 
the  goods  ''shut  oat."  (There  was  evidence  for  the  plain* 
tiffs  of  a  coaversaUon  befove  this,  in  which  the  defendant 
had  notice  that  Dando  &  Co«.  were  only  agents  to  collect 
the  goods.) 

On  the  17th  October,  the  plaintifis  wrote  to  tlis  defend- 
ants:— 

"The  freight  being  due  on  the  19th,  we  give  you  notice 
that  you  are  not  to  pay  the  freight  to  Dando  &  Co.,  but 
that  we  shall  call  on  you  for  it,"  &c. 

It  did  not  appear  that  until  the  above  letter  the  defend- 
ant knew  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  charterers. 

On  the  19th  October,  the  freight  was  due  by  the  agree- 
ment. 

On  tbe  27tb  October,^  the  bill  given  became  due.  /I 
had  been  discounted  by  Dando  &  Co.,  and  was  paid  to 
tbe  holder. 

The  present  action  was  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of 
tbe  freight,  without  any  ded.uction ;  the  sum  claimed  being 
294/L 

Thepe  was  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  that  it  was,  if  not 
irregular,  unusual  for  the.  broker  to  receive  payment  by 
bill  before  it  was  due,  allowing  discount,  and  that  brokers 
employed  to  coHect  goods  for  a  ship  had  not  authority  to 
receive  the  freight. 

There  was  evidence  for  the  defendant  that  it  was  usual 
ibr  brokers  so  employed  to  receive  the  freigbt,  and  some 
slight  evidence  (that  of  Dando)  that  it  was  not  unusi^al  to 
receive  it  before  it  was  due,  and  to  make  settlement  of  it, 
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allowing  deductions  in  account  That,  however,  was  not 
stated  by  any  other  brokers  called  for  the  defendant.  It 
was  stated,  however,  that  the  commission  allowed  to 
Dando  &  Co,  five  per  cent,  was  the  usual  and  proper 
commission,  both  for  collecting  the  goods  and  receiving 
the  freight 
At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  defendant, 
Ehlb,  C.  J.,  said,  there  was  an  end  of  the  7th  plea, 
as  to  the  plaintiffs  having  held  out  Dando  tc  Co.  as  the 
charterers.  It  was  clear  they  had  not  done  so.  Both  the 
parties  were  brokers,  and  known  to  be  so.  The  substantial 
defence  was  payment. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  urged  that  the  plaintiffs  were  undisclosed 
principals,  and  that  this  materially  affected  their  position 
and  rights  as  against  the  defendant 

Lush,  in  reply,  urged  that  the  time  for  payment  had 
been  anticipated  by  a  bill,  and  that  the  settlement  was 
after  notice,  and  that  there  was  authority  to  arrange  the 
allowance  of  the  30/. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  substantial  defence  is 
payment,  and  as  it  was  not  a  payment  to  them  but  to 
Dando  &  Co.,  the  question  is,  whether  they  were  authorized 
to  receive  payment  as  the  agents  of  the  plaintifis.  And 
even  supposing  you  were  to  find  this  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant, there  would  still  remain  the  question  as  to  the 
30/.  The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  is,  first,  that  there  was  in 
effect  express  notice  not  to  pay ;  next,  that  if  there  was 
authority  to  receive  there  was  no  authority  to  anticipaie 
the  time  for  payment ;  and,  thirdly,  that  at  all  events  there 
was  no  authority  to  settle  the  payment  by  an  allowance  in 
account. 

There  are  thus  three  questions  for  you.  Was  there,  in 
effect,  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  was  not  to  pay 
Dando  &  Co.?  As  to  this  there  was,  according  to  the 
plaintiffs'  case,  mutual  notice  before  any  payment,  because 
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there  is  evidence  that  early  in  August,  even  when  the  bills 
of  lading  were  sent,  freight  notes  were  sent  to  the  defend- 
ant making  the  freights  payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
afkerwardsy  before  any  payment,  the  defendant  was  told 
that  Dando  Ic  Co,  were  only  agents  to  collect  the  goods. 
If  there  was  an  express  revocation  of  authority  to  receive 
payment,  of  course  there  could  be  none.  Certainly  there 
was  on  the  17th  October,  before  the  time  when  the  freight 
was  due,  express  notice  not  to  pay  Dando  &  Co. 

Then  comes  the  second  question,  whether,  even  if 
there  was  authority  to  receive  payment,  there  was  au- 
thority to  anticipate  the  time  for  payment  and  receive 
the  money  before  it  was  due?  If,  before  revocation  of 
the  agent's  authority,  he  has  received  payment  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  and  the  debtor  has  thus  altered 
his  position,  relying  on  that  authority,  a  revocation  will  be 
too  late.  But  it  is  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
that  an  agent  should  receive  money  before  it  is  due  for 
his  own  accommodation,  taking  a  bill  and  allowing  dis- 
count. And  if  the  debtor  chooses  thus  to  make  a  payment 
by  anticipation,  he  does  it  at  his  own  risk  if  there  be  a  re- 
vocation of  the  agent's  authority  before  the  money  was 
due. 

That  is  the  ordinary  rule  of  law.  It  is  for  you  to  say 
whether  the  agents  here  were  authorized  to  receive  the 
money  before  it  was  due,  in  the  way  they  did  ? 

Thirdly,  even  if  so,  had  they  authority  to  make  an  al- 
lowance as  they  did  and  settle  it  in  account  ?  If  you  find 
all  or  either  of  the  two  first  questions  for  the  plaintiffs,  you 
mast  find  a  verdict  for  them  for  the  full  amount;  if  you 
find  both  of  them  for  the  defendant,  still  you  must  con- 
sider the  third,  and  if  you  find  that  for  the  plaintiffs,  you 
most  find  for  them  for  30/. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  294/. 
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When  a 
baoker't  clerk 
ID  the  ordinary 
eoorae  of  bod- 
neia  has  cashed 
a  cheque  in  the 
usual  way,  and 
has  once  laid 
the  money 
down  on  the 
counter  in  re- 
turn for  the 
cheque,  the 
property  in  the 
money  IS 
changed,  and 
he  cannot  law- 
fully retake  it 
(the  case  not 
beinff  one  of 
fraud  or  fe- 
lony), even 
though  there 
were  orders 
not  to  cash  the 
cheque. 


CHAMBERS  r.  MILLER  and  others, 

XRESPASSy  for  assaulting  the  plaiotiff^  and  seizing  hold 
of  him  and  imprisoning  him,  and  forcibly  taking  from  him 
money,  &c. 

Pleas:  L  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  the  money,  kc  was  not  the  money  of  the 
plaintiff. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  in  his  possession 
certain  monies  of  and  belonging  to  the  defendants,  without 
the  leave  and  licence  of  the  defendants,  and  against  their 
will,  and  was  about  wrongfully  to  take  the  same  away« 
That  they  requested  him  to  return  the  same,  but  he  re- 
fused to  do  so,  wherefore,  as  they  lawfully  might,  they  de- 
tained him  until  they  retook  the  same  (a).     Issue. 


(a)  This  plea  b  bad  unless  a 
man,  on  his  own  premises,  may 
forcibly  retake  his  property  from 
the  persoo  of  another,  and  it  is 
conceived  that  he  cannot  do  so. 
There  certainly  is  no  authority  that 
he  can,  and  all  principle  seems  the 
other  way,  and  every  analogy.  It 
has  always  been  a  principle  of  law 
that  a  man  may  not,  with  personal 
violence,  and  actual /orce,  or  so  as 
to  commit  or  provoke  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  retake  his  own  property 
from  the  personal  possession  of 
another.  It  was  on  this  principle 
the  statutes  of  forcible  entry,  in 
affirmance  of  the  common  law, 
were  passed;  et  vide  Newton  v. 
Harland,  1  M.  &  G.  139.  On  the 
same  principle,  it  would  be  no  jus- 
tification on  an  indictment  for  an 
assault,  that  it  was  in  retaking  the 
defendant's  property,  for  it  would 
leave  the  contra  pacem  unanswered. 
It  would  be  otherwise,  if  either  on 


an  indictment  or  an  action  for  an 
assault,  the  defendant  showed  that 
it  was  in  defence  of  his  possesuan. 
Here,  however,  the  plea  itself  al* 
leged  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  pos- 
session, and  admitted  an  assault 
upon  the  person;  so  that  the  de- 
fendants were  very  much  in  the 
sAme  position  as  to  the  kw,  as  if 
they  had  gone  on  the  plaintiff's 
premises  to  retake  their  property : 
as  to  which  the  law  is  clear,  and 
has  been  settled  by  many  cases  that 
it  would  be  an  unlawful  act.  Thui^ 
even  a  landlord,  after  the  tenancy 
has  determined,  and  the  tenant  has 
promised  to  leave  on  a  certain  day, 
cannot  justify  entering  and  re- 
moving him  or  his  goods  by  force, 
though  if  the  premises  are  left 
vacant,  he  might  enter;  Hillary 
V.  Gay,  6  C.  &  P.  284.  And  it 
was  to  meet  this  very  difficulty  and 
defect  in  the  law,  that  the  statutes 
imposing  penalties  for  holding  over* 
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The  plaintiff  was  clerk  to  Mesars.  Theedcjann,  mer-    JJ^^ 
chants,  of  Newcastle;  the  defendants  were  bankers,  at 


and  giving  landlords  summary  pro- 
oedore  fbr  re-entry,  were  passed. 

On  tfaeaame  principle  it  has  been 
heldv  that  a  man  cannot  enter  on 
die  premises  of  another  in  search 
of  his  goods,  even  though  stolen 
{AiUhtmyy,  Honey,  8  Bing.  186), 
at  all  eventa  without  aome  upedal 
authority.     And  even  an  authority 
b  law  to  take  goods  does  not  al- 
ways involve  «n  authority  to  take 
fofcibly  froB  the  person,  whichy  it, 
perhaps,  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  principle  (founded  on  the 
fact  of  breach  of  the  peace),  can 
nerer  belawful, without  some  actual 
and  express  authority  in  law,  as  by 
warrant,  or  arrest  for  felony,  or  the 
like.     If  it  were  otherwise,  then, 
in  moat  cases  in  which  an  action  of 
trespass  or  trover  would  lie,  an  as- 
sault might  be  cMmnitted.    This 
cannot  be  law,  for  it  would  lead  to 
constant  breaches  of  the  peace,  and 
often  to  personal  violence  and  re- 
iislBBce,  and  sometimes,  perhaps, 
eten  to  bodily  injury,  possibly  to 
hctiicidii.    The  forcible  seizure  of 
the  person  by  a  private  party  is 
only  lawful  in  the  case  of  felony ; 
sad  it  required  atatutes  to  authorize 
an  owner  of  property  to  apprehend 
a  person  even  for  a  malicioui  injury 
thereto ;  and,  out  of  the  scope  or 
snthority  of  those  statutes,   if  a 
private  person  arrest  an  offimder 
and  be  killed  in  so  doing,  it  is  not 
murder;  A.  ▼.  Carian,  3  C.  &  P. 
397. 


The  plaintiff  here  could  not  be  in 
a  worse  position  than  if  he  had  ob- 
tained goods  by  fraud,  not  amount- 
ing to  a  feloBy  (and  even  in  thai 
case,  gwtre  if  an  assault  for  forci- 
ble retaking  of  the  goods  could  be 
justified,  though  an  arrest  might  be, 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  them  be- 
fore a  justice),  and  though  no  doubt 
the  property  does  not  pass  where 
goods  have  been  obtained  by  fraud ; 
Abbotts  V.  Bony,  2  B.  &  B.  869; 
jet  when  they  have  been  obtoinod, 
and  are  in  actual  personal  manual 
possession,    however    the    owner 
might  be  justified  in  getting  hold 
of  them  by  stratagem  {Bristol  v. 
WiUmore,  1  B.  &  C.  514),  he  could 
not  retake  them  by  force  and  per- 
sonal violence;    and,  indeed,  the. 
mere  retaking  them,  unless  there 
was  such  a  fraud  as  would  avoid  the 
transaction,  would  be  a  trespass; 
Ciliord  V.  Brittuin,  8  M.  &  W. 
575.     But  there  is  a  wide  dis- 
tinction between  a  mere  retaking 
(even  although  a  trespass)  and  a 
retaking  Jrom  the  person  with  an 
actual  assault ;  insomuch,  that  even 
an  authority  in  law  which  might 
justify  the  mere  retaking,  will  not 
justify  the    taking   with    violence 
from  the  person,  for  the  obvioua 
ground  that  that  has  a  necessary 
tendency  to  provoke,— not  a  mere 
constructive  breach  of  the  peace, 
which  every  trespass   is,  but  an 
actual  breach  of  the  peace,  which  ia 
always  wrongful. 
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Sunderland.  On  the  8th  October,  1861,  the  plaintiff's 
employers  directed  him  to  go  next  morning  with  a  cheque 
of  one  Mison,  drawn  on  the  defendants'  bank  for  150/., 
and  get  it  cashed.  He  went  accordingly,  and  when  he  pre- 
sented  the  cheque  it  was  cashed  by  a  clerk  in  the  usual  way. 
While  he  was  counting  the  notes,  the  clerk,  after  having 
gone  to  another  part  of  the  bank  and  spoken  to  another 
clerk,  came  back  and  demanded  the  money  back  again. 
The  plaintiff  refused ;  on  which  the  manager  was  sent  for, 
and  repeated  the  demand,  saying  there  had  been  a  mistake. 
The  plaintiff  still  refused  ;  whereupon  he  was  desired  to  go 
into  the  back  parlour,  and  after  some  further  parley,  in  the 
course  of  which  he  was  told  that  the  drawer  had  over- 
drawn his  account,  they  forcibly  took  the  money  out  of  his 
pockets  and  returned  him  the  cheque  which  he  got  cashed 
by  the  drawer,  Mison ;  who,  it  turned  out,  was  in  embar- 
rassed circumstances,  and  became  bankrupt  a  fortnight 
afterwards.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  em- 
ployers knew  of  this. 


For  the  defence,  the  clerk  who  had  cashed  the  cheque 
was  called,  and  stated  that  he  had  not  left  the  plaintiff  half 
a  minute,  and  returned  before  he  had  counted  the  notes, 
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Erlb,  C.  J.,  held,  that  the  moment  the  bankers'  clerk 
had  laid  down  the  money  or  notes  on  the  counter,  in  pay- 
ment of  the  cheque,  the  bankers'  property  in  the  money 
was  gone,  and  it  could  not  be  lawfully  retaken  (a).  It  did 
not  matter  that  orders  had  been  given  to  the  clerks  not  to 
cash  the  drawer's  cheques  (even  if  the  particular  clerk  had 
heard  of  the  order),  for  the  clerks  in  a  bank  had  a  general 
authority  to  cash  cheques  of  customers,  and  third  parties, 
holders  of  cheques,  could  not  be  bound  by  private  orders 
given  to  the  bankers'  clerks.  The  law  would,  in  this  re- 
spect, have  been  the  same  even  if  the  clerk  had  not  gone 
away  from  the  counter;  for  the  moment  the  cash  was  laid 
down  in  return  for  the  cheque  the  property  was  changed. 
The  jury  must,  therefore,  find  for  the  plaintiff:  the  question 
of  damaged  was  for  them(&). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  20/. 

(a)  Of  courae  the  Lord  Chief  has  the  legal  possession.  And  as 
Justice  had  not  in  his  mind  the  case 
of  a  fraud  or  felony,  such  as  passes 
DO  property  {Kingiford  v.  Merry , 
26  L.  J.,  £xch.  83),  though  even 
ID  such  a  case,  tembU,  that  the  pro- 
per coarse  is  to  give  the  party  into 
custody  on  a  criminal  charge,  and 
detain  him  until  a  police  officer 
anivea ;  not  violently  to  retake  the 
moaejjrom  him. 

(6)  The  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  implied  that  if  the  pro- 
perty had  not  passed,  the  seizure 
would  have  heen  justified,  and  that 
vould  be  in  accordance  with  the 
neent  case  of  Biadet  v.  Higgi, 
30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  347,  where  it  was 
so  laid  down,  in  a  judgment  de- 
livered by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
bimself.  That  judgment,  however, 
proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that, 
fer  this  purpose,  constructive  pos- 
Minon  is  the  same  as  actual,  i.  e. 
that  a  man  who  has  the  property 

VOL.  in. 
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that  is  so  in  every  case  where  a  man 
has  the  property  in  personalty,  the 
maxim  being  that  in  personalty 
possession  (in  law)  follows  pro- 
perty, it  follows  that  in  every 
case  where  a  man  could  bring 
trover  he  may  go  and  violently  re- 
take the  chattels,  even,  (for  so 
the  plea  stated,)  with  a  battery. 
This  is  certainly  a  very  serious 
conclusion,  seeing  that  a  battery 
may  reduce  a  homicide  to  man- 
slaughter. The  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice, in  the  case  cited,  relied  on 
Harvey  v.  Brydgei,  14  M.  &  W. 
437  (in  error),  1  Exch.  261,  as 
showing  that  though  a  forcible 
entry  is  indictable,  it  is  no  objection 
to  a  justification  in  a  civil  action, 
and  no  doubt  that  is  so ;  and  the 
plea  need  not  answer  the  manu 
Jbrti :  Davison  v.  Wilton^  11  Q.  B. 
Rep.  890.  But  there  may  be  a 
forcible  entry  on  land,  amounting 

Q  P.P. 
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to  A  breach  of  the  peace,  or  having 
a  tendency  to  it  (which  is  equally 
unlawful)  without  any  assault.  And 
it  has  been  held  that  lib,  ten,  is  no 
justification  of  an  aisault ;  Roberts 
V.  Taylor,  7  M.  &  G.  659.  And 
though  it  has  been  held  that  a  per- 
son in  possession  of  premises  may 
turn  another  off  them  and  justify 
an  assault  in  so  doing;  Brown  v. 
Dawson,  12  Ad.  &  E.  625  ;  actml 
personal  possession  destroys  a  justi- 
fication under  a  distress  damage 
feasant,  because  it  has  a  tendency 


to  produce  a  breach  of  the  peace ; 
Bunch  V.  Kennett,  1  Q.  B.  Rep. 
179 ;  and  it  is  only  an  octual  posses- 
sion, whether  of  land  or  chattels, 
which  has  been  held  to  justify  an 
assault ;  see  Price  v.  Seelry,  10  CI. 
&  Fin.  28;  Gaylund  v.  Morris, 
3  Exch.  Rep.  695.  And  even  a 
legal  authority  to  take  goods  does 
not  justify  a  taking  them  from  the 
person  ;  De  Gonduin  v,  Lewis, 
10  A.  &  E.  117.  None  of  these 
cases  were  cited  in  Blades  y,  Higgs, 
as  to  which,  therefore,  quare. 


London  Sittings. 
Trinity  Term, 

Though  there 
is  a  desire  to 
favour  a  par- 
ticular creditor, 
yet,  if  there  is 
pressure,  the 
transfer  or 
payment  is  not 
voluntary,  and 
it  is  valid. 
But  it  is  for 
the  jury  whe- 
ther the  pres- 
sure was  real 
or  only 
colorable. 


GRAHAM  AND  OTHERS  V,  CANDY. 

jolCTION  by  assignees  of  bankrupts  named  Nicholson  & 
Stone,  to  recover  the  value  of  bills  of  exchange  belonging 
to  the  bankrupts,  converted  and  disposed  of  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

There  was  a  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

Pleas :  not  possessed,  not  guilty,  and  never  indebted. 

S,  Temple  and  Aspland  for  the  plantifls. 
M.  Chambers  and  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs'  claim  was  based  on  an  alleged  fraudulent 
preference. 

The  defendant  had  lent  the  bankrupt  1,000/.  to  assist 
him  in  joining  a  firm  of  Nicholson,  Pascoe  &  Stone,  and 
taken  his  note  for  the  amount. 

On  the  10th  April,  1861,  Pascoe  having  withdrawn  from 
the  firm,  the  defendant  asked  for  payment,  and,  as  it  was 
not  convenient  to  pay  him,  he  took  a  note  from  the  Jirm 
for  the  amount,  payable  on  demand. 

The  defendant  still  pressed  for  payment,  and  the  bank- 
rupt Nicholson  promised  it. 

On  the  2nd  May,  he  having  again  asked  for  payment. 


SITTINGS— COMMON  PLEAS. 


207 


the  bankrupt  Nicholsoa  sent  him  bills  to  the  amount  of 
500/. 

The  defendant  on  the  same  day  saw  Nicholson^  and,  as 
he  said,  insisted  on  being  paid  in  full^  upon  which  bills  to 
the  amount  of  nearly  500/.  more  were  handed  to  him.  At 
that  time  Nicholson  &  Stone  were  in  embarrassment ;  but 
Nicholson,  who  was  called  for  the  plaintiffs,  swore  that 
they  had  been  in  worse  circumstances  and  had  got  over  it, 
and  that  he  hoped  to  recover  his  position. 

On  the  4th  May,  however,  the  firm  stopped  payment. 

There  was  the  evidence  of  an  accountant,  who  had  ex- 
amined the  bankrupts'  affairs,  that  from  the  22nd  March  to 
the  2nd  May  business  was  carried  on  at  an  increasing  daily 
loss. 

There  was  also  evidence  that  after  Pascoe's  retirement 
several  private  debts  were  brought  forward  to  the  amount 
of  about  6,000/.,  as  debts  on  the  firrn^  though  they  ap- 
peared to  have  been  for  advances  to  the  bankrupts  before 
the  partnership,  but  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to 
enter  into  it,  and  the  money  being  carried  into  the  capital 
of  the  concern. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiflfs'  case, 

M.  Chambers  submitted  that  there  was  no  case,  as  there 
was  no  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  preference,  as  it  did  not 
appear  that  it  was  voluntary ^  or  in  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Erle,  C.  J. — The  case  of  Van  Castell  v.  Booker  (a)  is 
one  of  those  most  in  your  favour. 

M.  Chambers. — ^The  case  oi  Brown  v.  Kempton  (b)  shows 
that  it  is  not  enough  that  the  transaction  has  been  partly 
from  a  desire  to  prefer  the  creditor,  if  it  has  also  been  really 
by  reason  of  pressure  on  his  part. 

Erlb,  C.  J. — Still  you  cannot  say  that  the  mere  fact 
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(«)  2£ich.Rep.  691. 


(6)  19  L.  J.,  C.  P.  169. 
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that  the  force  of  pressure  has  been  gone  through  will  suffice. 
That  case  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  it  is  real, 

M.  Chambers  then  called  the  defendanti  who  swore  that 
he  had  determined  to  be  paid,  and  spoke  with  decision 
and  energy,  and  with  a  sense  of  ill-usage,  which  went  to 
show  that  he  had  been  in  earnest. 

M.  Chambers^  in  summing  up,  said  a  man  had  a  right 
to  press  for  payment,  and  get  it  if  he  could,  though  the 
immediate  result  of  it  must  be  bankruptcy,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  run  upon  a  bank. 

8.  Temple^  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  contended 
that  it  was  obvious  that  the  real  motive  of  the  transfer  was 
a  desire  to  favour  the  particular  creditor. 

Erle,  C.  J. — The  case  of  Brown  v.  Kempton  shows 
that,  even  though  there  is  that  desire,  yet  if  it  appears  that 
the  transfer  was  by  reason  of  the  pressure,  it  is  not  volun- 
tary. If  the  jury  think  that  the  transfer  was  caused  or 
brought  about  by  the  pressure,  even  though  at  the  same 
time  the  trader  had  a  desire  to  prefer  the  creditor,  they 
should  find  for  the  defendant.  It  is  different  where,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  relative,  there  is  a  pre-arranged  pressure,  and 
pretended  menaces.  There  must  be  a  real  pressure,  not 
that  which  is  colorable  or  simulated,  the  mere  result  of  a 
previous  understanding  between  the  parties. 

S.  Temple  contended  to  the  jury  that  the  pressure  was 
not  real. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  summed  up  to  the  jury  as  above,  and  they 
returned  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiflr(a). 

(a)  Vide  Kinnear  v.  Walmidty,  2  F.  &  F.  756 ;  Kinntar  v.  Johnum, 
Ibid.  753. 
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Declaration,  that  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  In^cLnh^ 
agreed  by  charter-party  that  the  defendants'  screw  steam-  charterers 

,  ''  r       J  against  ship- 

ship  should  be  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  owners  for  da- 
Port  of  London  for  a  certain  time  ;  and  that,  during  the  a  cargo  by  bad 
continuance  of  the  hiring,  the  ship  should  in  all  respects  be  "^n^^'t^e""" 
maintained  by  the  defendants,  the  defendants  to  pay  the  stevedores,  &c. 

being  em- 

master,  &c.,  and  that  the  master  and  the  defendants  should  ployed  by 
devote  the  same  attention  to  the  cargo,  and  to  use  the  undw  rtie'con'- 
same  endeavours  to  promote  dispatch,  &c.,  and  be  and  re-.  ^^^  °^'^® 
main  responsible  to  all  whom  it  might  concern,  as  if  the 
ship  were  loading  her  cargo  and  performing  her  voyage  on 
the  account  of  the  owners. 

Breach:  that  the  defendants  stowed  on  board  the  ship  a 
cargo  of  oats  tendered  for  shipment  by  the  agents  of  the 
plaintiffs,  agreeably  to  the  charter,  in  such  a  careless  man- 
ner that  the  oats  became  deteriorated,  and  the  plaintiffs 
became  liable  to  compensate  the  owners  of  the  oats. 

Pleas:  L  Denying  the  contract  as  stated, 

2.  Denying  the  breach  as  alleged. 

3.  That  one  of  the  dangers  excepted  in  the  cargo  was 
the  perib  of  the  seas ;  and  that  the  injury  was  occasioned 
by  such  perils;  that  is,  by  stormy  and  tempestuous 
weather,  and  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves. 

Lush  and  Honyman  for  the  plaintiffs. 

jSAee,  Seijt.,  and  Shaw  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  were  ship-brokers,  and  sued  on  behalf  of 
the  owners  of  the  oats. 

The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  the  ship. 

On  the  6th  March,  1861,  the  charter-party  was  entered 
into.  It  contained  the  usual  exception  as  to  perils  of  the 
Beas.  The  ship  was  to  be  able  to  take  on  board  at  least 
630  tons  of  dead  weight  cargo ;  ''  the  shipowners  to  provide 
for  the  proper  working  of  the  ship  and  pay  all  charges,  ex- 
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cept  for  labour,  &c.y  which  are  to  be  paid  by  the  charterers; 
cargo  to  be  taken  on  board  and  discharged  by  the  char- 
terers, the  crew  of  the  vessel  rendering  customary  assist- 
ance so  far  as  they  may  under  the  orders  of  the  master; 
the  charterers  to  be  at  liberty  to  employ  stevedores  and 
labourers  to  assist  in  the  loading  and  stowage,  but  such 
stevedores  and  labourers  being  under  the  control  and  di- 
rection of  the  master,  the  charterers  not  in  any  case  to  be 
responsible  for  damage  or  improper  stowage,  the  master 
and  the  defendants  to  devote  the  same  attention,  &c.  The 
ship  went  to  Stettin  to  load,  and  there,  on  the  8th  June, 
shipped  the  oats  referred  to  in  the  declaration. 

Afterwards  a  quantity  of  spelter  was  shipped,  some  of  it 
above  the  oats,  but  with  mats  over  the  oats. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  weight  of  the  spelter  was 
calculated  to  depress  and  heat  the  oats. 

On  the  17th  June,  1861,  when  the  ship  had  come  into 
the  Port  of  London  and  was  ready  to  unload,  it  was  found 
that  the  oats  were  warm. 

There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
oats  were  in  a  damaged  state  owing  to  the  pressure  of  the 
spelter. 

The  defendants,  however,  had  not  any  notice  of  this,  nor 
were  called  upon  to  join  in  any  survey. 

On  the  24th  June,  the  oats  were  sold,  and  there  was 
evidence  of  deterioration  in  value  and  loss  on  the  sale  by 
the  owner. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs, 

Shee,  Serjt.,  submitted  that,  on  the  construction  of  the 
charter-party,  the  owner  was  not  liable  for  the  bad  stowage 
of  the  cargo. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  thought  they  might  be  liable,  but  that  it 
would  depend  on  the  evidence ;  he  would,  however,  if  ne- 
cessary, reserve  the  point. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  then  called  witnesses  to  show  that  the  load- 
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ing  was  not  by  the  crew  but  by  the  merchant's  men,  though 
the  loading  was  "trimmed"  by  the  stevedores  ;  that  there 
were  only  ten  tons  of  spelter  over  the  oats,  with  mats  be- 
tween them ;  that  it  was  raining  while  part  of  the  oats 
were  loaded  from  open  boats ;  that  he  did  not  interfere 
with  the  stevedores ;  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  spelter 
to  cause  the  damage.  The  witnesses  for  the  defendants, 
however,  admitted  that  the  oats  were  warm,  but  denied  the 
discoloration  or  deterioration. 

The  oats  were  loaded  partly  in  the  "  tank,"  and  over  the 
oats  were  fifty  quarters  of  wheat  in  sacks,  over  and  among 
which  the  spelter  was  laden. 

There  was  some  evidence  for  the  defendants  that  it  was 
necessary  and  usual  to  put  some  degree  of  pressure  on  a 
cargo  of  oats  to  get  them  into  a  smaller  space.  It  did  not 
appear  that  hard  and  heavy  cargoes  were  ever  stowed  above 
them,  but  that  bales  of  wool,  &c.  were  sometimes  put  upon 
them. 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  went  to  show  that  stowage 
of  ten  tons  of  heavy  goods  above  a  cargo  of  oats  would  not, 
during  a  ten  days'  voyage,  bring  the  oats  into  bad  condi- 
tion. 

Blocks  of  the  spelter  were  produced  in  Court,  and  ap- 
peared each  to  weigh  above  twenty  pounds,  but  they  were 
flat  and  smooth,  and  not  above  a  foot  long,  six  inches 
broad  and  three  quarters  of  an  inch  thick. 

The  witnesses  for  the  defendants  agreed,  however,  that  it 
would  depend  upon  what  was  the  weight  over  a  given 
quantity  of  oats,  whether  the  pressure  would  be  injurious 
or  not,  and  several  layers  of  these  blocks  would  be  so,  but 
they  thought  that  the  given  quantity  spread  over  the  given 
space  would  not  be  so. 

Ehle,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  question  is,  whether  the 
oats  were  damaged  by  reason  of  bad  stowage  ?  Probably 
they  might  get  wet ;  and  if  the  damage  arose  from  wetting, 
and  not  from  the  stowage,  then  the  defendant  would  not 
be  answerable.   Were  the  oats  damaged  by  reason  of  want 
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1862.        of  due  care  and  skill  in  the  stowage  ?     If  so,  there  is  clear 
evidence  of  a  deterioration  in  value ;  and  the  absence  of 

Sack  ,  ... 

and  Others     notice  to  the  defendants  of  the  sale  is  not  material,  if  it  is 
Ford        made  out  to  your  satisfaction  that  the  damage  arose  from 
and  Otben.     j^^^j  stowage,  and  that  there  was  such  a  loss  on  the  sale. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  132/.  (a). 

(a)  Role  granted,  M.  T. 

Coram  Erie,  C.  J. 

LondanSitHng^  LIENARD  V.  DRESSLAR. 

Trimiy  Term,     -p. 

In  an  action     UECLARATION  that  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff* 

agenTbyhia      would  eqiploy  the  defendant  as  his  agent  for  reward,  to 

JSilr^*^     contract  to  purchase  160  tons  of  tallow,  in  order  that  the 

bought  for  his    game  should  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff*,  the  defendant 

cnitom  allowed  promised   the  plaintiff*  that  he  would   not  exercise  any 

Sat,  in  caw  of  P^wer  he  might  obtain  over  the  said  tallow  by  means 

default  by  the    Qf  gydj  contract,  SO  as  to  prevent  the  delivery  thereof  to 
pnncipal,  the  ,  "^  "^ 

agent  might      the  plaintiff*  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  contract. 


irson- 


(bein^  per,  _  _. 

ally  liable  on  Averment :  that  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
sell  on  his  own  tract,  did  purchase  for  the  plaintiff*  150  tons  of  tallow,  &c., 
****^°^  and  by  means  of  such  contract  obtained  such  power  as  to 

enable  him  to  sell  the  same. 

Breach  :  that  the  defendant  exercised  his  power  so  as 
to  prevent  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff*,  by  selling  the  same 
to  another  person,  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  the  said  tallow, 
and  the  benefit  thereof,  by  reason  of  the  difference  in 
price. 

Second  count,  on  a  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  the 
tallow  to  the  plaintiff*. 

Third  count,  for  conversion  of  the  tallow. 

Pleas  to  the  first  count,  inter  alia,  denying  the  employ- 
ment on  the  terms  alleged,  and  also  denying  that  the 
defendant  purchased  as  alleged,  in  pursuance  of  the 
alleged  promise. 
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Shee^  Serjt,  and  H.  James  for  the  plaintiff.  1862. 

Lush^  Karsldhe  and  Aspland  for  the  defendant.    . 

The  plaintiff  was  a  merchant  at  Lille,  in  France,  and 
the  defendant  is  a  merchant  in  London.  In  May,  I860, 
the  defendant,  on  the  instructions  of  the  plaintiff,  bought 
for  him  150  tons  of  tallow,  fifty  tons  to  be  delivered  in  the 
last  fourteen  days  of  October,  fifty  tons  in  the  last  four- 
teen days  of  November,  and  fifty  tons  in  the  last  fourteen 
days  of  December,  the  value  of  which  was  upwards  of 
8,000/.  The  defendant  was,  of  course,  liable  to  the  seller 
for  the  amount  of  the  contract  price,  the  principal  for 
whom  he  was  buying  being  unknown  to  the  seller. 

In  May  the  tallow  market  was  buoyant,  and  the  price 
of  tallow  rising.  Shortly  after  it  changed,  and  the  price 
fell. 

In  September  it  became  suspected  that  the  plaintiff  was 
in  failing  circumstances,  and  on  the  1st  of  October  he  sent 
out  circulars  convening  a  meeting  of  his  creditors,  which 
was  subsequently  held,  when  a  composition  was  agreed  to. 

The  defendant,  on  the  8th  of  October,  sold  the  tallow 
which  he  had  bought  for  the  plaintiff  on  his  own  account, 
and  the  plaintiff  now  brought  this  action  to  recover  da- 
mages for  his  so  doing. 

The  defence  set  up  was  a  custom  in  the  tallow  trade  by 
which  an  agent  who  has  bought,  for  an  unnamed  prin- 
cipal, tallow  to  be  delivered  at  a  future  day,  may,  if  the 
principal  fails  or  is  a  defaulter,  during  the  continuance  of 
the  failure  close  the  transaction,  and  sell  on  his  own 
account,  remitting  the  surplus  (if  any)  to  the  principal. 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  the  secretary  of  the  Baltic 
Coffee-house  and  a  merchant  in  the  tallow  trade  gave 
eridence  to  the  effect  that  there  was  no  such  custom, 
while  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  four  merchants  gave 
evidence  that  such  a  custom  existed. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  ruled  that  the  proper  question  to  put  to 
the  witnesses  was, 
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1862.  "  Where  there  is  a  bargain  by  an  agent  for  an  unnamed 

principal,  for  the  purchase  of  tallow,  deliverable  at  a  future 
day,  and  the  principal  fails  before  the  time  for  delivery,  is 
there  a  custom  by  which  the  agent  has  a  right  to  close  the 
transaction  by  re-selling?*' 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant  as  to  the  custom  was, 
that  in  such  a  case  there  wcls  such  a  custom,  and  that  the 
agent  could  debit  bis  principal  with  any  loss  and  credit 
him  with  any  gain  on  the  transaction. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  left  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  there 
was  such  a  custom,  telling  them  that  if  there  was,  it  would 
be  a  defence,  although  the  defendant  did  not  ostensibly 
act  on  the  custom. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 


LofuhnSiiiingi.  FOSTER  V.  THE  BANK  OF  LONDON. 

Trinity  Term,     __ 

Bankcnhav.  DECLARATION  that  the  plaintiff  employed  the  de- 
the  state  of  a  fendants  as  his  bankers,  for  their  benefit  as  well  as  for  his, 
wunt"to^'  ^'  ^"^  "PO"  ^^6  iJ^ims,  inter  alia,  that  the  defendants  and 
another  of  their  their  servants  would  not,  during:  the  continuance  of  their 
customers,  one  i  i         i   •     •/r» 

ofhiscredi-       employment,  disclose  to  any  person,  without  the  plamtitrs 

it  was  for  th^  consent,  the  state  of  the  plaintiflfs  account  with  defend- 
iUlT*'*'*'*"      ants  as  his  bankers. 

tnere  was  a 

^eTuch'a  ^'•^ach  :  that  the  defendante  disclosed  to  De  Roo  &  Co. 

disclosure,         the  state  of  the  plaintiff's  account  with  the  defendants, 

although  there  ^ 

was  no  evi-       whereby  they  became  aware  that  the  balance  standmg  to 

beyond  the  ex-  ^^e  plaintiff's  credit  was  short  of  the  amount  of  a  bill  of 
relatioVof*^*  exchange  drawn  by  De  Roo  upon  and  accepted  by  the  plain- 
banker  and  tiff,  and  made  payable  at  the  defendants'  banking-house,  and 
were  enabled  to,  and  by  reason  of  their  said  knowledge  did, 
pay  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintifl*'s  account  a  sum  sufficient 
to  make  up  the  deficiency,  and  by  means  of  the  promises 
obtained  from  the  defendants,  as  the  plaintiff's  bankers, 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  acceptance,  and  he  thereby  lost 


customer. 
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the  sum  which  had  been  standing  to  his  credit,  viz.,  438/.,        1862. 

and  was  prevented  from  paying  other  claims  upon  him  in      ^^ 

the  way  of  his  business,  and  by  reason  thereof  necessarily  v. 

•;  ,  .       ,  The  Bank  OF 

stopped  payment,  and  was  rumed.  London. 

Second  count,  that  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's 

employing  the  defendants  as  his  bankers,  they  promised  to 

render  him  just  and  true  accounts,  whereas  they  rendered 

him  a  false  account,  stating  that  a  sum  had  been  received 

to  the  plaintiff^s  credit  at  a  time  when  it  had  not  been 

received,  &c. 

Lush  and  W.  Williams  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bovill  and  J.  Brown  for  the  defendants. 

The  bill  in  question  had  been  drawn  upon  and  accepted 
by  the  plaintiff  in  favour  of  a  firm  called  Perederoos  &  Co., 
and  was  payable  in  October,  1861,  for  198/.,  and  there 
was  also  a  cheque  drawn  in  May,  1861,  by  him  in  their 
favour  on  the  defendants'  bank  for  250/.     Several  times 
before  the  1 1  th  December  they  had  applied  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  payment,  and  he  admitted  that  he  at  that  time 
owed  them  about  600/.     On  the  10th  December  they  ap- 
plied to  him  for  payment,  and  he  said  he  could  not  pay 
them ;  on  which  they  said,  '^  You  must  not  be  surprised, 
then,  at  what  we  do ;  we  cannot  wait  any  longer."     On 
the  11th  December  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  called  at  the 
bank  and  saw  the  manager,^and  told  him  that  the  bill  and 
cheque  were  not  for  value  but  for  accommodation,  and  that 
he  desired  that  if  they  were  presented  they  should  not  be  ' 
paid.     On  the  12th  December  the  same  member  of  the  firm 
of  Perederoos  &  Co.,  who  also  were  customers  of  the  bank^ 
and  had  introduced  the  plaintiff  to  them,  called  at  the 
bank  and  saw  the  manager,  and  stated  that  they  held  the 
bill  and   cheque,  and  asked   the  state  of  the  plaintifi^s 
account,  and  being  tol(],  asked  whether,  if  he  paid  in  104/., 
the  sum  required  to  meet  the  amount,  they  could  be  paid. 
It  appeared  that  he  was  told  that  they  would,  and  there- 
upon, on  the  same  day,  they  were  presented  and  paid,  and 
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1862.        on  the  next  day,  the  ISth,  a  cheque  of  the  firm  for  104Z., 
Z*^  dated  on  that  day,  the  13th,  was  paid  in  to  the  plaintifTs 

V.  account,  but  entered  in  the  pass-book  on  the  12th. 

London.  On  the  12th  December  the  plaintiff  had  paid  1,200/.  to 

his  credit,  and  before  the  inquiries  made  had  drawn  out  so 
much,  that  there  remained  only  408/.,  so  that  104/.  would 
be  required  to  be  paid  in  to  meet  the  bill  and  cheque,  and 
on  the  presentation  ai\d  payment  of  the  latter  he  was  left 
without  assets.  The  manager  of  the  bank  had  been  ex- 
amined on  interrogatories,  and  denied  that  there  had  been 
any  particular  directions  as  to  the  entry  of  the  104/.  to  the 
plaintiff's  credit,  or  that  he  knew  how  it  was  that  it  ap- 
peared in  the  pass-book  as  paid  in  before  the  1,200/.,  on 
the  12th,  and  declared  it  was  all  in  the  usual  course  of 
business.  In  answer  to  two  interrogatories,  he  stated, 
'*  It  has  not  been  the  usual  or  general  practice  of  the  bank 
to  insert  in  the  ledger  accounts  and  pass-books  of  their 
customers  the  various  sums  with  which  they  credit  their 
customers  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  received  by  the 
bank.  It  has  not  been  the  general  or  usual  practice  at 
the  bank  to  give  information  about  the  state  of  a  customer's 
account  with  them  to  any  person  not  authorized  by  the 
customer  to  receive  such  information." 

After  the  payments,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  went  to  see 
the  defendants'  manager,  and  complained  of  his  having 
paid  a  bill  nine  months  overdue  without  instructions,  and 
said, ''  I  understand  that  a  cheque  was  paid  in  to  enable 
you  to  hand  the  balance  over  to  your  customers,  Pere- 
deroos  &  Co."  The  manager  made  no  reply  to  this,  and 
admitted  that  there  must  have  been  a  disclosure  of  the 
account,  but  went  on  to  suggest  that  the  matter  should  be 
settled. 

The  plaintiff  stated  that  he  had  not  disclosed  the  state 
of  his  account,  nor  authorized  the  defendants  to  disclose  it. 

Bovill  submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  duty 
in  a  banker  not  to  disclose  the  state  of  a  customer's  ac- 
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count.     And  in  a  recent  case  in  this  Court  in  banco,  it  had        1862. 

been  held  (a),  he  said,  on  demurrer,  that  the  Court  could       Foster 

not  say  that  there  was  such  a  duty  in  law.  J' 

-^  ^  The  Bank  op 

Eble,  C.  J. — Here  it  is  not  on  demurrer,  as  a  mere      London. 
question  of  law,  but  on  an  issue  of  fact,  whether  there  is 
such  a  duty,  and  I  think  it  is  a  case  for  the  jury  (5). 

Sovill  then  went  to  the  jury,  and  stated,  that  on  the 
12th  December,  when  the  bill  and  cheque  were  presented 
the  holders  were  told  in  effect,  that  104/.  would  be  wanted 
to  meet  them,  and  they  thereupon  proposed  to  pay  in  that 
account,  and  did  so,  and  the  bill  and  cheque  were  then 
paid,  and  he  urged  that  a  banker  when  a  cheque  was 
presented  might  say  ''  Not  enough  to  meet  it  by  such  a 
sum.'' 

Eblb,  C.  J.,  said,  the  banker  could  not  go  further  than 
say,  "  Not  sufficient  assets." 

The  jury  unanimously  expressed  themselves  to  the  same 
effect. 

Erle,  C.  J. — ^That  is,  the  jury  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  banker  in  no  way  to  disclose  the  state  of  his 
customer's  account  ? 

The  jury  said  they  were. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  said,  he  was  not  aware  of  any  law  against 
that;  and,  on  that  finding,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  432/. 

(a)  Tatteli  v.  Cooper,  9  C.  B.  3.       (6)  Hayes  v.  TindaU,  2  F.  &  F.  444. 


PICKERNELL   and  another  v.  JAUBERRY.  Landonmuings. 

.  Trinity  Term. 

AUCTION  for  freight,  the  particulars  claiming  for  2,000  The  master  of 
boxes  of  oranges  at  4*.  6d.,  and  667  at  4s.  3d.    The  de-  authority*to** 
fendant  paid  into  Court  376/.  17^.  6d.,  alleging  that  sum  to  »^§?  ^"^*^°^ 
be  sufficient,  which  the  plaintiffs  denied.  lower  rate  of 

freight  than 
the  owner  had  contracted  for. 
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PiCKERNELL 

and  Another 

o. 
Jauberrt. 


Lush  and  Murphy  for  the  plaintifTs. 
Denman  and  JRew  for  the  defeDdant. 

The  plaintiflTs'  case,  in  support  of  which  both  were  called, 
was  that  an  agreement  had  been  entered  into  between 
themselves  and  the  defendant,  by  which  the  latter  bound 
himself  to  ship  2,000  boxes  of  oranges  on  board  the  plain- 
tiffs' ship  Sampson,  at  Valentia,  in  respect  of  which  freight 
was  to  be  paid  after  the  rate  of  4^.  6d.  per  box.  The  defend- 
ant, who  was  also  called,  swore,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
the  sum  due  for  freight  was  after  the  rate  of  3^.  6d.  per 
box,  as  appeared  by  the  bill  of  lading ;  that  he  had  simply 
recommended  the  plaintiffs  to  send  the  Sampson  to  Valen- 
tia, and  furnished  the  captain  with  letters  of  introduction 
to  his  correspondents  there,  who  accordingly  shipped 
oranges  under  an  agreement  with  the  captain  for  the  lesser 
sum.  It  was  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the 
captain  had  signed  the  bill  of  lading  under  duress.  The 
plaintiffs  also  claimed  freight  for  567  additional  boxes  of 
oranges,  after  the  rate  of  45.  3d,  per  box. 

The  plaintiffs  are  ship  brokers  in  Fenchurch  Street,  and 
the  defendant  is  a  merchant  in  the  Spanish  trade. 

The  bill  of  lading  signed  by  the  master  was  only  for 
freiebt  at  the  rate  of  3s.  6d.  per  box. 
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1862. 
HERSCHFELD  v.  BROWN.  ^  "T^ 

London  SitUngt' 

-AUCTION  for  the  conversion  of  a  bill  of  exchange  of  ^  ""'^^   *^*^ 

°  A  person  re- 

the  plaintiflT  for  500/.  and  also  for  the  detention  from  the  ceiving  a  bill 
plaintiff  of  a  bill  for  600/.,  dated  1st  February,  1861,  drawn  counted,  has 
by  H.  upon  R.  &  Co.,  accepted  by  them  and  indorsed  to  Seal  wUh"u  ^ 

the  plaintiff.  otherwise  than 

mi  .    1  1    •!  /<    1      1  •11   I         1         1   .     . ^  for  discount, 

Third  count,  on  a  bailment  of  the  bill  by  the  plaintiff  and  a  deposit 

to  the  defendant  for  discount  and  without  consideration.      ^OTbUi^with 

Breach:  that  the  defendant,  without  discounting  it  for  *  ^^^^-^'^^'H^^ 

'  °  as  a  security 

the  plaintiff,  indorsed  it  to  the  Bank  of  London,  for  for  advances, 
value  paid  by  them  to  the  defendant,  whereby  the  plaintiff  havin'g  notice 
not  only  lost  the  bill  but  was  sued  upon  it.  iWeredfoTdls" 

Common  counts,  for  money  received  and  money  paid,  &c.  ^ouni,  is  be- 

Tfci  •!  111.      yond  the  scope 

Fleas:  not  guilty,  not  possessed,  and,  to  the  special  of  the  autho- 
count,  denying  the  bailment  on  the  terms  alleged.  M»»^"no  P^o- 

Lush  and  Rosher  for  the  plaintiff.  P"^* 

Hawkins  and  Murphy  for  the  defendant. 

The  various  counts  in  the  declaration  all  related  to  one 
and  the  same  bill — a  bill  for  500/.,  drawn  in  February, 
1861,  by  the  plaintiff's  brother,  a  merchant,  abroad.  The 
plaintiff  was  a  merchant  in  London,  and  in  February, 
1861,  received  the  bill  from  his  brother  in  the  usual  course 
of  business.  It  was  payable  in  three  months.  The  plain- 
tiff desired  to  have  it  discounted,  and  applied  for  that 
purpose  to  one  Salomonson,  who  professed  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  a  bill  broker.  He  told  the  plaintiff  he 
could  not  discount  it  but  could  get  it  discounted,  and  the 
plaintiff  indorsed  the  bill  in  blank,  and  handed  it  to  him 
for  the  purpose.  Salomonson  never  got  the  bill  dis- 
counted, and  on  the  12th  March  became  bankrupt,  before 
which  he  had  handed  it  over  to  the  defendant,  a  bill 
broker,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  May,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  had  been  passed  to 
the  bank,  who  sued  the  now  plaintiff  upon  it,  and  their 
action  was  now  pending  and  had  not  been  tried. 
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1861.  The  plaintiff  had  given  Salomonson  other  bills  to  dis- 

Hbrschfeld   count  and  had  debited  him  with  this  bill  and  received  from 
^'  him  afterwards  two  cheques  (which  were  dishonoured)  but 

not  on  account  of  this  bill.  Salomonson  was  called  for 
the  plaintiff  and  stated,  that  he  had  known  the  defendant, 
and  had  had  many  transactions  with  him.  He  himself 
had,  till  lately,  been  a  clerk  in  a  discount  company's  office, 
and  the  defendant  knew  that,  and  his  circumstances.  The 
defendant  carried  on  discount  business,  and  the  witness 
had  latterly  taken  bills  to  him  and  borrowed  money  upon 
them,  not  by  way  of  discount  but  of  loan.  He  gave  the 
defendant  the  bill  in  question  with  others,  about  a  week 
after  he  had  it,  but,  so  far  as  he  remembered,  without 
getting  from  him  any  money  at  the  time.  The  defendant 
then  had. bills  in  his  hands  to  the  amount  of  7,000/.,  which 
he  had  taken  from  the  witness.  Neither  by  his  own  cheques 
nor  by  the  defendant's  had  the  plaintiff  ever  received  any 
money  on  account  of  this  bill.  And  the  defendant  owed  the 
witness  about  3,700Z.  on  the  bills  he  had,  as  he  had  only  had 
about  half  their  value  in  cash.  He  told  the  defendant  that 
the  bill  came  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  for  discount, 
but  defendant  declined  to  discount  it.  The  witness  in  cross- 
examination  admitted,  that  afterwards  the  defendant  had 
proposed  to  discount  all  the  bills  under  a  special  arrange- 
ment, by  which  bonds  were  to  be  taken  as  money,  and  he 
had  given  a  cheque  for  400Z.  to  Salomonson.  After  this, 
in  March,  the  defendant  got  the  bill  discounted  at  the 
Bank  of  London.  The  drawer  had  since  then  paid  it. 
The  bill  had  been  demanded  from  the  defendant  (a). 

Hawkins,  for  the  defendant,  opened,  that  he  had  been,  as 
a  bill  broker,  in  the  habit  of  receiving  bills  from  Salomon- 
son  to  discount,  and  took  this  bill  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  and  he  cited  Haynes  v.  Foster  (6),  and  pro- 

(a)  A  demand  of  a  bill  after  it  the  demand  is  too  late ;  Jonet  v. 

has  been  transferred  is  of  course  Fort^  9  B.  C.  764 ;    Stemold  v. 

nugatory ;  the  conversion  is  in  the  Holden,  4  B.  &  C.  5. 

transfer,  if  it  was  vronglul ;  if  not  (b)  2  C.  &  M.  237;  see  also 


Brown. 
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posed  to  prove  that  defendant  had  made  an  arrangement        1862. 

with  Salomonson  for   the  discount,  on   condition  of  his   .^^^"^"^^^ 

'  Herschfeld 

takmg  certam  bonds. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  said,  even  supposing  that  proved,  it  would 
not  be  any  defence  to  the  action  for  an  advance  of  money, 
for  it  would  not  be  according  to  the  authority  given  by  the 
plaintiff,  which  was  to  get  the  bill  discounted  for  money ; 
the  arrangement  opened  and  already  partly  proved  between 
Brown  and  Salomonson,  was  to  be  of  a  special  character, 
by  which  the  bill  was  to  be  mixed  up  with  others,  and  cer- 
tain securities  were  to  be  substituted  for  money,  which  they 
agreed  together  to  call  ''  discounting."  It  will  be  for  the 
jury  whether  it  was  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  given  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice. 

The  jury  said  they  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  it 
was  not  according  to  the  plaintiff's  authority,  but  was  be- 
yond the  scope  of  it. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  thereupon  directed  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Foiter  V.  Tearton^  1  C,  M.  &  R.  deposit   the  whole  mass  as  a  se- 

849.    There  it  was  held,  however,  curity  for  an  advance  of  money  to 

that  even  a  bill-hroker  having  re-  himself,  still  less  for  monies  already 

eeifed  a  bill  to  discount,  had  no  due  from  him. 
right  to  mix  it  with  other  bills  and 


LEVERSON    V.   LANE  and  another.  London  SStUngi. 

^Y^  Trinity  Term, 

XHE  action  was  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  ex-  One  member  of 
change   for  184/.  6$.  3rf.,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  on  and  wri^tih&ving 
accepted  in  the  name  of  Stearne  &  Lane.     Stearne  had  g^^en  m  an 

t^  ^  acceptance  m 

suffered  judgment  by  default;  Lane  denied  the  acceptance,  the  name  of  the 

Digby  Seymour  and  Cole  for  the  plaintiff.  give"  by  him- 

^  ^        ^  »^  self  in  his  own 

name  for  money 
doe  on  a  speculation  in  diamondt  :^Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  an  expreu 
authority  firom  the  firm  to  accept  in  the  partnership's  name,  there  was  no  authority  to  do  so. 

YOL.  III.  R  F.F. 
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1862. 


Hajfes,  Serjt.y  and  O'Brien,  Serji.,  for  Lane. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  diamond  and  general  merchant  in 
Bucklersbury,  and  the  defendant,  Mr.  Lane,  had  been  a 
farmer  in  Warwickshire,  but  subsequently  be  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  firm  of  Stearne  &  Lane,  wheel  manufacturers  in 
Newington  Causeway. 

The  acceptance  having  b^n  proved;  it  appeared  that 
Mr.  Stearne  had  had  some  transactions  in  diamonds  with 
the  plaintiff  and  gave  him  his  own  acceptance,  but  subse- 
quently he  gave  in  exchange  for  this  the  acceptance  in  the 
name  of  the  firm,  which  was  now  sued  upon.  Mr.  Stearne 
was  not  called  to  show  he  had  authority  to  give  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  firm  in  exchange  for  his  own. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

Hayes,  Serjt.,  objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an 
authority  to  give  this  bill. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  said  the  onus  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  co-defendant,  Stearne,  had  express  authority  to 
give  an  acceptance  in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  as  it 
appeared  that  it  was  given  for  another  bill  accepted  by 
Stearne  alone,  and  that  the  consideration  was  diamonds; 
which,  primd  facie,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  business  of 
a  wheelwright 

Seymour  submitted  that,  as  the  defendants  were  in  trade 
and  the  acceptance  was  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  no-  ex- 
press authority  was  necessary. 

Erle,  C.  J. — A  partner  in  trade  has  authority  to  bind 
his  co-partners  by  bills,  accepted  in  the  name,  unless  the 
drawer  knew  that  they  were  not  for  partnership  purposes. 
Here  this  must  have  been  known  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
bill  originally  was  for  Stearne*s  own  separate  transactions, 
in  their  own  nature  having  nothing  to  do  with  the  partner- 
ship business.     I  think  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  autho- 
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rity  to  accept  this  bill  in  the  partnership  name.     It  is  for        1862. 
the  jary.  however,  and  I  will  leave  it  to  them.  t^*^"^"^*^^ 

•'     •"  Leverson 

A  letter  from  Lane  to  Stearne  was  put  in,  in  which  it        .  *^' 
appeared  that  the  latter  was  told  he  must  consider  the    and  Another. 
diamond  speculation  as  a  separate  affair  of  his  own. 

Seymour  then  proposed  to  call  the  co-defendant  Stearne ; 
but 

Eblb,  C.  J.,  would  not  allow  it,  the  case  for  the  plaintiff 
having  been  closed,  and  its  sufficiency  argued.  He  then 
put  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  they  thought  the  ac- 
ceptance was  within  the  scope  of  the  partnership  authority. 

They  were  unanimous  that  it  was  not. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (a), 
(a)  Upheld,  M.  T. 


HUNT  V.  GUNN. 

Action  for  not  delivering  shares.  ^nuf*T^': 

Declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  A  contract  to 
the  plaintiff  in  250Z.,  and  that  it  was  then  agreed  by  and  in  ^company 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  that  the  defendant  ^ithh,  onl"^*^' 
should  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  sixty 'shares  in  month  after 
the  London  and  Lancashire  Fire  Insurance  Company,  with  Held,  to  have 
20L  paid  upon  each  share,  such  shares  to  be  delivered  by^procuring' 
within  one  month  after  the  complete  registration  of  the  theplaintiflfto 

'  "    ^  execute  the 

company ;    or,  in  the  event  of  the  non-delivery,  that  he  deed  and  be 
would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  260/.  thl"hwM,  °' 

Breach :  non-delivery,  and  non-payment  of  the  said  sum.  ti^te?we7e 
Pleas:  1.  Denying  the  agreement.  not  actually 

1  delivered  until 

2.  The  breach.  some  time 

3.  That  after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  and  before  ^g^^l^^  of  the^* 
breach,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  100  shares  in  the  ™<'°^* 
company,  with  10/.  paid  on  each  share,  and  was  entitled 

to  execute  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company ;  and 

b2 
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18G2.  that  it  was  then  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  that  the  defendant  should  transfer 
to  the  plaintiff  his  interest  in  sixty  of  the  said  shares,  and 
should  empower  the  plaintiff  to  execute  the  deed  in  respect 
of  the  same;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  accept  such 
transfer  in  satisfaction  and  discharge. 

Averment :  that  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  his  interest  in  the 
said  sixty  shares,  and  empowered  him  to  execute  the  deed  ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  such  transfer,  and  executed 
such  deed,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  in  such  satisfaction 
as  aforesaid. 

Quain  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lush  and  Philbrick  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  20th  November,  1861,  the  parties  entered  into 
the  agreement  declared  on,  and  by  which  the  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  100/.  and  deliver  sixty  shares,  on  which 
21.  \Qs.  should  have  been  paid ;  such  shares  to  be  delivered 
within  one  month  after  complete  registration ;  or,  in  the 
event  of  non-delivery,  then  to  pay  the  further  sum  of  160/. 
And  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  these  terms. 

On  the  26th  November,  1861,  the  company  agreed  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  the  sixty  shares. 

On  the  5th  December,  1861,  the  plaintiff  executed  the 
deed  for  sixty  of  the  shares,  such  as  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  under  the  agreement,  and  his  name  was  put  on 
the  register. 

On  the  1st  February,  1862,  the  company  was  registered. 
The  company  refused  to  deliver  certificates  of  the  shares  to 
the  plaintiff. 

On  the  21st  March,  1862,  the  shares  were  issued,  and 
the  company  were  willing  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the 
certificates  of  the  sixty  shares  when  ready,  his  name  being 
on  the  register. 

On  the  5th  April  this  action  was  commenced. 
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On  the  2nd  May  the  register  was  sealed,  having  been         1862. 
made  up  some  time  before,  and  before  action. 

On  the  7th  May,  1862,  and  not  before,  the  scrip  certiB- 
cates,  «.  e,  certificates  of  the  shares,  were  issued ;  but  he 
could  have  sold  the  shares,  notice  having  been  sent  to  him 
that  his  certificates  were  being  filled  up,  but  they  took 
some  time  to  prepare. 

The  company  still  carried  on  business,  and  the  plaintiff's 
name  was  in  the  share-ledger,  where  he  was  credited  with 
2/.  \0s,  paid  on  each  of  the  sixty  shares. 

Upon  these  facts. 

Lush  contended  that  there  was  no  breach ;  or  that  the 
plea  was  proved,  as  the  contract  was  for  shares,  not  cer- 
tificates. 

Quain  argued  that  the  shares  were  to  be  delivered  within 
a  month  after  registration;  that  shares  could  not  be  de- 
livered, but  certificates  could  be;  that  the  Joint-Stock 
Companies  Act  provided  for  share  certificates;  that  the 
agreement,  therefore,  must  be  understood  to  mean  that 
certificates  should  be  delivered  within  the  month;  that 
there  bad,  therefore,  been  a  breach  ;  and  that  the  plaintifif 
was  entitled  to  be  paid  in  money. 

Erle,  C.  J. — The  contract  was  for  shares,  not  certifi- 
cates, and  was  in  substance  carried  out  when  the  plaintiff 
became  the  owner  of  the  shares.  The  certificates  are  only 
the  indicia  of  ownership  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  Vide  Ex  parte  Swan  v.  The  J.,  C.  P.  113.  See  a  case  similar 
Auttratum  Land  Company,  30  L.      to  the  above;  Home  Circuit,  pos/. 
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^i!^  GREEN  V.  REED. 

Trinity  TaiL  J^CTION  to  recover  2002.  as  commissioDy  for  negotiatiDg 
Whether,  on  an  aod  procuring  a  loao  of  2,0002.  for  the  defendant. 

employment  to        ^,  •    j  t  x   j 

obtain  a  loan         riesi :  never  indebted, 
of  money  for 

commiMion,  Coleridge  and  ConoUy  for  the  plaintiff. 

the  commitsioo 

it  payable  if  ohee,  Seiji.,  and  Brawn f  for  the  defendant. 

the  loan,  Lc^ 

the  power  of         The  defendant  had  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  for  commis- 

^ncartd,     ^  Bion,  to  obtain  him  a  loan  of  25,000/.  on  real  security. 

m^".**  In  October  the  plaintiff  had  procured  the  Pelican  In- 

•ctu^jn-       surance  Company  to  engage  to  advance  20,000/.  on  real 

prorided  it        security,  and  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  and  the  company  were 

t^^ffh  any      Concerned  the  negotiation  was  complete,  the  only  question 

default  of  the    being  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  security,  and  as  to  which 

pToyed,  but       a  difficulty  arose  about  title.    Their  advisers  deemed  this 

defect  of  title     invalid,  and  they  therefore  declined  to  carry  out  the  loan; 

7(  iU^uri^yfui  ^^^  offered  to  advance  8,000/.  on  some  reversionary  interest 

question  which  of  the  defendant,  which,  however,  as  it  would  not  answer 

depends  in  ^  ^  # 

every  case  on  his  purpose,  he  declined  to  accept,  and  went  elsewhere.  He 
effec"*orthe"  eventually  obtained  the  loan  from  another  company,  who 
^^Int!^^'  ^®^  satisfied  with  the  security;  but  the  plaintiff  claimed 
And  if  nothing  his  Commission  on  the  amount  of  the  loan,  as  actually 
the  event  of  obtained,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned ;  and,  at  all  events, 
SembuUhe  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  some  remuneration,  queaUum 
agent  is  en-      vakaL  whereas  the  defendant  denied  that  he  was  entitled 

titled  to  recover 

on  a  quantum     to  anything,  the  money  never  having  in  fact  been  actually 

m^Mt/ifhepro-     i  ^   •       i         i  •       i 

cures  the  loan    obtained  and  received. 

t*h!f  title*!"'  *""        '^^^  plaintiff  gave  evidence  as  to  the  trouble  he  had  ac- 
tually been  at;  and  Tuckett  v.  Badger  (a)  was  cited. 

(a)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  296,  where  it  rity,  the  agent  is  entitled  to  sue  for 

was  held,  that  where  an  agent  is  reasonable    remuneration    for   his 

employed  for  an  agreed  commission  work  and  labour,  and  is  not  bound 

to  sell  lands  at  a  given  price,  sue-  to  a  special  action  for  a  wrongful 

ceeds  in  finding  a  purchaser  at  the  withdrawal  of  authority,    and  in 

stipulated  price,  but  the  principal,  such  a  case  the  contract  to  pay  what 

from  whatever  cause,  declines  to  is  reasonable  is  implied   by  law; 

sell,  and  rescinds  the  agent's  autho-  and  semble,  that  under  such  cir- 
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The  defendant  was  called,  and  swore  it  was  agreed  that        1862. 
nothing  should  be  paid  unless  the  money  should  be  actually      "^'^^ 
received.  v. 

But  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  commission 
was  to  be  paid  if  the  loan  was  procured  by  him. 

Erle,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  plaintiff  claims  for  com- 
mission. Was  there  an  express  contract  that  nothing 
should  be  paid  unless  the  money  was  actually  received? 
Or  was  the  contract  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  paid  his 
commission  whether  the  money  were  actually  received  or 
not,  provided  it  were  procured?  The  plaintiff  says  the 
contract  was  to  pay  the  commission  if  the  loan  was  pro- 
cured. Was  it  so  ?  Or  was  it  to  be  paid  only  provided 
the  money  was  received?  It  depends  on  the  contract, 
for  here  an  express  contract  is  sworn  to.  As  regards  the 
cause  of  the  loan  going  off,  there  was  no  fault  or  default 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  a  mere  defect  of  title, 
which  he  could  not  probably  be  aware  of. 

The  jury  asked  whether,  if  a  man  professed  to  borrow 
money  on  property  to  which  he  had  not  a  title  (a),  and  the 
loan  was  procured^  but  failed  through  the  want  of  title,  he 
was  liable  to  pay  the  commission  ? 

Eblb,  C.  J. — It  depends  on  the  contract,  and  here  an 
express  contract  is  sworn  to,  that  nothing  was  to  be  paid 
unless  the  money  was  received. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  90/.  (i). 
I  the  proper  measure  of     jory  as  to  that — the  case  for  the 


cboiagcs  would  be  thent/trvamoimt  plaintifT  being  that  he  was  entitled 

of  the  coaunisdon.  to  the  whole,  and  for  the  defendant 

(a)  It  was  not  a  case  of  total  that  he  was  entitled  to  nothing ; 

wtnt  of  title,  but  of  mere  defect  of  but  the  jury  of  course  were  not 

title ;  as  to  which,  wk  Sikei  v.  bonnd  to  tal^e  either  view ;  and  it 

Wild,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  325.  would  appear  that  the  view  they 

(h)  That  is,  an  amount  much  less  took  was,  that  nothing  was  said  as 

then  the  commissioD,  and  evidently  to  the  event  of  the  money  not  being 

given  as  a  quanium  meruit  for  the  received,  which  no  doubt  was  the 

trouble  aeUially  incurred.       The  case,  for  the  defect  of  title  would 

Caiar  Justicb  did  not  direct  the  occur  to  no  one  beforehand. 
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s^^„^^  Coram  Byles,  J, 

LondonSiUings.  CHIDLEY   V.    NORRIS. 

Trinity  Term,        * 

When  one        JLCTION  by  an  attorney  for  costs. 
ro"heT?!°ro         Plea:  never  indebted. 

work  for  a  -r^       »       r        i         i   •     •  /y» 

third  party,  for      BeasUy  foF  the  plaintitt. 
whose  benefit, 

it  is  known,  Keane  for  the  defendant. 

the  work  is  to 

be,  and  such         The  business  was  done  in  taking  the  defendant's  sons 

third  party  ° 

gives  instruc-     through  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

there  is  not*  *        'I'he  case  for  the  plaintiff  was  that  the  defendant  came  to 
even,|)riw4       jjjg  hougg  i^te  one  evening:  and  told  him  of  his  sons'  diffi- 

/acitf,  an  im-  o 

plied  contract    culties,  and  asked  him — or,   as   the  plaintiff  said,  "  in- 
ployertopay;    structed"  him — to  take  them  through  the  Court,  and  that 
U  wt'theron"  ^^  agreed  to  do  SO  on  this  retainer, 
the  whole,  he         Next  morning  the  sons  came  to  the  office,  and  gave  the 

led  the  person  .  °    .  '  o 

emnloyed  to      necessary  instructions. 

"hatTe^and  And  the  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  he  had  merely 

not  the  third      proposed  to  the  plaintifT  that  he  should  undertake  the  busi- 

party,  was  to       »       '  * 

pay  for  the  ness/or  Ms  sons,  and  by  way  of  introducing  them  to  him. 
And  the  defendant  swore  that  he  asked  the  plaintiff  to  do 
the  business  for  them. 

Byles,  J.  (to  the  jury). — Prima  facie  when  one  man 
employs  another  to  do  work,  the  employer  is  liable  for  it 
But  there  are  cases  where  the  employer  does  not  primd 
facie  create  that  liability  :  as  where  it  is  known  that  a  third 
party  is  to  receive  the  benefit  of  the  work.  When  one 
man  employs  another  for  his  own  benefit,  the  rule  of  law 
may  be  applied,  that  a  promise  is  implied,  on  his  part,  to 
pay. 

But  where  one  person  employs  another,  or  proposes  that 
another  shall  be  employed,  not  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for 
the  benefit  of  third  parlies,  then,  to  raise  an  implied  pro- 
mise on  his  part  to  pay,  he  must  have  led  the  other  to 
understand,  by  words  or  conduct,  that  he  was  to  be  the  pay- 
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master.     Was  that  so  here?  or  was  it  not?     In  the  one        1862. 
case,  find  for  the  plaintiff;  in  the  other,  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


COOKE  V.  HADDON. 

JL  ROVER,  for  four  cases  of  champagne.  TrMy  \erm! 

Pleas :    not  guilty  and  not  possessed,  and  also  a  plea  of  A  creditor  who 

..  loses  or  dis- 

Iien.  poses  of  a 

pledge  loses 

Laxton  and  Eyre  Lloyd  for  the  plaintiff.  his  lien,  aud 

the  pledgor 

Barnard  for  the  defendant.  can  recover  its 

value  without 

The  action  was  in  trover  for  the  recovery  of  four  cases  of  deducting  the 
champagne,  deposited  with  defendant,  a  money-lender,  by 
way  of  collateral  security  for  a  loan  of  money,  for  which, 
also,  a  bill  of  25/.  was  given  by  the  plaintiff.  The  sum 
actually  received  by  the  plaintiff  was  18/.  195.,  and  in  re- 
spect of  the  bill  several  payments  were,  from  time  to  time, 
made  for  interest,  renewal,  and  in  liquidation  of  the  prin- 
cipal sum  ;  but  eventually  a  judgment  was  obtained  against 
the  present  plaintiff,  and  execution  was  put  into  his  pre- 
mises in  Farringdon-street,  where  he  kept  a  refreshment- . 
room,  for  the  balance,  under  which  11/.  Is.  was  realized. 
Plaintiff  then  called  on  defendant  and  demanded  the  cham- 
pagne, and  was  by  him  referred  to  a  person  named  Staff, 
in  whose  possession  the  wine  was  alleged  by  the  defendant 
to  be.  Upon  application  to  Staff  plaintiff  was  informed  by 
that  person  that  the  return  of  the  wine  was  impossible,  as 
part  of  it  had  been  drunk. 

For  the  defence  it  was  contended  that  the  right  of  lien 
still  subsisted,  inasmuch  as  the  full  amount  due  upon  the 
bill  had  not  been  realized  under  the  execution,  owing  to  a 
mistake  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  by  whom  credit  had 
been  given  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  5/.  twice  over. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that 
when  a  deposit  of  goods  was  made  by  way  of  security  for 
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1862. 


a  debt}  it  was  the  undoubted  duty  of  the  pledgee  neither 
to  use  nor  in  any  way  to  dispose  of  the  goods  so  deposited, 
and  that  by  so  doing  he  would  forfeit  his  lien.  Here, 
therefore,  the  wine  having  been  drunk,  the  plaintiff,  inde- 
pendent of  any  question  as  to  the  amounts  paid  on  ac- 
count of  the  bill,  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
pledge.  The  other  question  for  their  determination  was, 
as  to  damage,  whether  the  payments  which  had  at  different 
times  been  made  (the  account  between  the  parties  being 
somewhat  complicated)  sufficed  to  discharge  the  debt 
The  jury  found  a 

Verdict  upon  both  issues  in  favour  of 

the  plaintiff,  assessing  the  value  of 

the  wine  at  20/. 


London  Sittings. 
Trinity  Term. 

When  time  has 
been  gained  by 
a  false  state- 
ment in  an 
action  which 
turns  out  to  be 
undefended, 
immediate 
execution  will 
be  granted  and 
the  attorney 
censured. 


SWABY  V.  VALLEZ. 
X.  HIS  was  an  undefended  action. 

Horace  Lloyd,  who  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  in 
his  opening,  that  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  had  gained 
a  month's  time  by  alleging  that  he  had  instructed  counsel 
to  defend,  but  that  it  had  been  discovered  that  the  learned 
gentleman  named  by  him  knew  nothing  whatever  of  the 
matter,  and  that  the  assertion  had  been  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay. 

The  learned  counsel  having  proved  his  case, 

Btlbs,  J.,  granted  immediate  execution,  and  remarked 
that  he  hoped  that  a  similar  proceeding  would  never 
again  be  brought  under  his  notice,  and  that  the  conduct  of 
the  attorney  for  the  defendant  would  not  become  a  prece- 
dent. 
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1862. 
BREMNER  and  othbbs  v.  DANDO  and  anotheb.       ""-^-^^ 

London  Siilingt, 

Action  for  demurrage.  Wb»eJZ' 

Plea  :  never  indebted.  action  for  de- 

murrage, on  a 

Karslahe  and  Honyman  for  the  plaintiffs.  TgcneraT  °* 

cargo,  the  thip^ 

Parry y  Sent.,  and  Barnard  for  the  defendants.  ««««•  having 

^'        •*  liberty  to  load 

On  the  23rd  May,  the  charter-party  was  entered  into  quantity  of  iron 
that  the  ship  should  load  a  cargo  of  general  merchandize  *«  dead  weight, 
(the  shipowner  having  liberty  to  ship  200  tons  of  iron  in  turned  on  the 
the  ship,  freight  free,  no  other  dead  weight  to  be  shipped),  loading  of  the^ 
and  therewith  proceed  to  Table  Bay  and  deliver  the  same,  p'J^teTand"" 
beins^  paid  a  lump  sum  of  680/.  freight ;  the  charterers  to  be  ^^^  Judge 

.  o      /  thought  that 

allowed  thirty-five  working  days  (if  the  ship  should  not  be  this  bad  not 
sooner  despatched)  for  loading ; .  to  be  discharged  with  all  paird*^Ae 

despatch,  &C.  plaintitf,  he 

'^  '  ^  ^  adjourned  the 

On  the  31st  May  the  ship  was  ready  for  loading,  and  trial  till  the 
the  loading  of  the  iron  commenced.  enable  evi- 

On  the  3rd  June  the  shipowners  gave  notice  to  the  a^duc^to 
charterers  that  the  lay  days  would  commence  next  day.       contradict  the 

evidence  for 

On  the  6th  June,  according  to  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  defence  on 
the  ship  was  ready  to  receive  measurement  goods.  *  **  P°*°^ 

On  the  10th  June,  according  to  the  case  for  iheplaintiffsy 
the  shipment  of  the  iron  was  completed. 

(On  the  20th  June,  according  to  the  case  for  the  de- 
fendanU.) 

The  iron  was  railway  iron,  for  Kurrachee. 

On  the  5th  July  the  defendants  commenced  loading 
their  cargo. 

On  the  27th  July  they  completed  their  loading. 

And  of  coarse,  reckoning  the  lay  days  from  the  20th 
June,  there  would  be  no  demurrage  due;  obviously  the 
iron  must  go  in  first,  both  as  being  dead  weight  and  as 
being  destined  for  Kurrachee. 
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1862. 

Bremner 
and  Others 

V. 

Dando 
and  Another. 


Btles,  J.,  said  the  point  was  well  worthy  of  considera- 
tion^ and  he  should  reserve  it  on  condition  that  the  case 
should  not  go  further. 

(To  this  condition  both  parties  assented.)  The  iron  was 
to  be  loaded  by  the  shipowners,  the  plaintiffs.  There  was 
a  great  deal  in  the  point. 

The  stevedore  and  other  witnesses  were  called  to  prove 
that  the  loading  of  the  iron  was  not  complete  until  the  20th 
June ;  and  that,  before  that  day,  the  captain  gave  the  steve- 
dore directions  not  to  begin  loading  the  measurement 
cargo  until  the  loading  of  the  iron  was  complete  (as  it 
would  be  inconvenient),  and  that  he  told  the  defendants 
so,  and,  on  the  20th,  gave  them  notice  that  the  loading  of 
the  iron  was  completed. 

It  was  admitted  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  iron 
should  be  loaded  before  the  measurement  articles. 

On  the  29th  there  was  a  claim  by  the  plaintiffs  for  nine 
days'  demurrage,  at  4/.  a  day — total,  36/. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  had  closed,  without  its  appear- 
ing distinctly  when  the  iron  was  loaded  ;  and 

Parry f  Serjt,  objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  as  to 
that,  and  therefore  no  evidence  that  the  delay  in  loading 
the  other  cargo  was  through  the  default  of  the  defendants. 

Byles,  J.,  thought  it  sufficiently  appeared  at  present 
that  demurrage  was  due. 

Parry,  Serjt.,  then  opened  a  defence  founded  on  the 
fact,  which  he  proposed  to  prove,  that  the  shipment  of  the 
iron  was  not  completed  until  the  20th  June.  He  con- 
tended that,  on  the  construction  of  the  charter-party, 
coupled  with  the  fact  as  to  the  destination  and  position  in 
the  ship  of  the  iron,  that  the  lay  days  did  not  begin  until 
all  the  iron  was  loaded. 

Karslake,  for  the  plaintiff,  applied  for  an  adjournment, 
to  enable  them  to  adduce  evidence  in  contradiction  of  this 
case,  on  the  ground  tliat  it  had  come  by  surprise  upon 
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thero  at  the  trials  and  that  therefore  they  had  not  provided        1862. 
any  evidence  as  to  the  day  when  the  loading  of  the  iron      ^^ 

-*  y  Z3  BrEMNER 

was  ready.  and  Others 

V, 

Btlbs,  J.,  said  he  thought  that  was  so,  and  indeed  he  gnJ^^no^hcr 
himself,  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  had  not 
seen  the  real  importance  of  it.  An  adjournment,  there- 
fore, seemed  necessary  for  justice,  and  in  order  to  prevent 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  surprise,  and  therefore  would 
be  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties.  He  would  adjourn  the 
case  until  the  morrow. 

Parry,  Seijt. — On  what  terms  ? 

Btles,  J. — On  no  other  terms  than  allowing  you.  to 
adduce  additional  evidence  on  the  point,  the  one  single 
question  of  fact,  which  now  remains,  and  on  which  alone 
I  allow  any  additional  evidence  on  either  side.  The  costs  of 
the  adjournment  will  follow  the  usual  rule,  and  be  costs  in 
the  cause.  If,  on  the  question  of  fact,  the  jury  find  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  will  be  final.  If,  however, 
they  find  that  the  shipment  of  the  iron  was  not  completed 
until  the  20xh  of  June,  then  I  shall  reserve  the  point 
raised  for  the  defence,  that  the  lay  days  did  not  run  till 
then. 

The  trial  was  then  adjourned  until  next  day,  on  the 
terms  above  stated. 

On  the  next  day, 

Evidence  was  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  rebut 
the  defence,  and  eventually. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
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\^s^>m^  Coram  Keating,  J. 

LondtmSittingt^  MARSH   V.  JELF. 

Trinity  Term.'      * 

Od  an  employ.  joLCTION  by  an  auctioneer  for  commission. 

ment  of  an 

auctioneer  to         Plea :  never  indebted. 

sell  by  auction 

there  is  no  em-  The  claim  was  for  commission  at  the  rate  of  2^)  per  cent, 

sell  by  private  on  a  sale,  and  there  had  been  a  Judge's  order  to  preclude 

^bHc^'^e^^*  the  plaintiff  from  going  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

abortive,  and  Hawkins  and  Dowdeswell  for  the  plaintiff. 

custonTto^that  O'Brien,  Seijt,  and  H.  T.  Cole  for  the  defendant. 

effect  among  _.  ,../«  •  t     \        t   n      t 

auctioneers  is        The  plaintin^  an  auctioneer^  sued  the  defendant  to  re- 
not  admissible.  ^^^^^  ^j^^  ^^^  ^f  gg^  ^^^  ^^it  balance  of  82/.  10*.,  alleged 

to  be  due  for  commission,  at  2}  per  cent.,  on  the  sale  of 
certain  ground-rents  arising  from  property  in  Sussex 
Place,  Sussex  Terrace,  and  Bridge  Road,  Hammersmith. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  put  up  the  property  for 
sale  by  auction  on  the  19th  of  December,  1861,  and  that 
it  was  bought  in  at  the  reserved  price,  3,600/.  The  pro- 
perty was  afterwards,  on  the  17th  of  January  last,  sold  by 
private  contract  to  Mr.  Gatliff. 

The  real  contest  at  the  trial  was,  whether  that  sale  had 
been  negotiated  through  Mr.  Marsh,  or  solely  through  the 
defendant's  solicitor,  Mr.  Pilgrim.  Mr.  Marsh  admitted 
that  he  had  no  express  instructions  to  sell  by  private  con- 
tract, but  his  case  rested  on  the  fact  of  Mr.  Gatliff  having 
been  present  at  the  sale,  and  of  his  clerk,  Mr.  Davis, 
having  gone  backwards  and  forwards  between  Mr.  Gatliff 
and  Mr.  Pilgrim,  and  ascertained  from  them  the  state  of 
the  negotiations  for  the  purchase  by  Mr.  Gatliff,  and 
having  once  urged  Mr.  Gatliff  to  make  an  advance  in  his 
offer.  Mr.  Pilgrim  and  Mr.  Gatliff's  evidence,  however, 
showed  that  the  plaintiff's  clerk  was  acting  as  a  volunteer, 
and  without  any  instructions  either  from  Mr.  Gatliff  or 
Mr.  Pilgrim. 

It  appeared  that  Mr.  Gatliff  was  a  friend  of  Mr.  Pil- 
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grim's,  and  had  called  on  him  two  days  before  the  19th  of        1862 
December  to  ascertain  the  reserved  price,  as  a  relative  of 
his  was  desirous  of  purchasing  if  the  price  suited  him. 

On  the  31st  of  March  Mr.  Pilgrim  sent  a  cheque  for 
fifteen  guineas  to  the  plaintiff,  that  being  the  sum  he  had 
agreed  to  accept  if  the  property  was  not  sold  at  the  auc- 
tion; the  plaintiff,  however,  insisted  on  having  his  full 
demand  of  822.  lOs.,  at  2}  per  cent,  on  3,300/.,  the  price 
paid  by  Mr.  Oatliff. 

Kbating,  J.,  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  asked  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  how  the  plaintiff  could  have  had  any  right  to 
sell  the  property  by  private  contract  upon  the  original 
instructions  to  Mr.  Marsh  from  Mr.  Pilgrim  for  the  sale. 

It  was  proposed  by  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  custom 
among  auctioneers  to  charge  commission  when  property 
is  sold  by  private  contract,  after  an  abortive  attempt  to 
sdi  by  public  auction ;  but 

The  learned  Juogb  said  that  he  would  not  receive  evi- 
dence of  such  a  custom  to  charge  for  services  when  not 
done  at  the  request  of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged ; 
and  that  auctioneers  could  not  among  themselves  make 
such  a  custom  to  bind  the  rest  of  her  Majesty's  sub- 
jects (a). 

He  was  willing,  he  added,  to  receive  evidence  that  where 
there  was  an  engagement  with  the  auctioneer  that  he 
should  have  his  commission  on  a  sale  by  private  contract, 
that  the  custom  was  that  this  was  an  employment  to  sell 
by  private  contract. 

No  such  evidence,  however,  was  offered,  and  ultimately, 

Kbatino,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury,  whether  there  was  any 
employment  of  the  plaintiff  to  sell  by  private  contract. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  Even  if  ^ere  had  been  snch  been  nothing  unlets  known  to  the 
>  omloin  shown,  it  would  have     defendant.    See  the  next  case. 
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1862. 

^^v^^  LANSDOWXE  v.  SOMERVILLE  and  another. 

London  Sittings,      . 

Trinity  Term.  ACTION  against  the  vestry  of  St.  Pancras  for  work  as 

who'has'made    &"  architect  in  taking  out  the  quantities  on  a  building 

Z'::St  contact 

K^pL       Plea:  never  indebted. 

^owed^to  re-        Bovilly  Denman  and  J.  Thompson  for  the  plaintiff. 

employer  on  a        Sir  W.  Atherton,  A.-G.,  Overend  and  Keane  for  the 

rrplSr  defendants. 

The  action  was  by  an  architect  against  the  vestry  of 
St.  Pancras,  for  taking  out  the  quantities  on  a  building 
contract,  which  had  become  abortive  h^  reason  of  the 
refusal  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  sanction  it 

There  was  evidence  of  a  custom  that  the  employer  should 
pay  the  architect  in  such  a  case. 

Keating,  J.  (to  the  jury). — Was  there  such  a  custom  ? 
And  was  it  known  to  the  parties  ?  And  did  they  contract 
on  the  footing  of  the  custom  ? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a), 
(a)  See,  as  to  custom,  the  previous  case. 


CovTt  of  Exchequer f  coram  Martin^  B. 

LondonSitlingi.  COUSINS  V.  MITCHESON. 

Trinity  Term.       . 

The  mere  fact   A.CTION  by  a  shipbroker  against  a  shipowner  for  com- 
has  first  intro-  mission  on  the  charter  of  a  ship,  the  Tower  Hamlets. 

tomer  does '  Plea :  never  indebted. 

not  give  him  a  -       ,        i   .     •  /y< 

ri^ht  to  com-  Brett  for  the  plaintiff. 

mission  on  any 

futiure  trans.  Denman  and  Waikin  Williams  for  the  defendant. 

action  not 

direct  the  re-         In  1858,  the  plaintiff  effected  a  charter  of  the  ship  from 

suit  of  any  ,       ,    -      ,  •»«•   i  i  .it.  •     • 

further  inter-     the  defendant  to  one  Mohr,  and  was  paid  his  commission, 
vcntionon  j^^  jggQ  ^^j^^  ^^-^^  having  made  an  intermediate  voyage, 
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fts  to  which  there  was  no  evidence)  the  plaintiff  met  the  1862. 
defendant,  and  asked  him  if  he  was  doing  anything  with 
the  ship.  The  defendant  said  he  was  open  to  a  charter, 
and  asked  the  plaintiff  if  he  thought  that  Mohr  would 
take  her  again.  The  plaintiff  said  he  would  go  and  see, 
and  the  defendant  sent  the  offer  of  a  charter  for  rice  ports, 
at  70*.  for  the  United  Kingdom,  and  72s.  6d.  for  the  con- 
tinent. Afterwards  the  defendant  chartered  the  ship 
through  one  Lindsay,  another  broker,  to  Mohr,  at  72s.  6d. 
for  the  United  Kingdom,  and  77«.  6d.  for  the  continent, 
i.  e.,  5*.  additional  for  the  continent.  The  defendant  said 
he  had  met  Lindsay  in  the  street,  and  had  some  conver- 
sation with  him,  and  that  Lindsay  then  took  him  to  Mohr, 
and  the  charter  was  concluded.  The  plaintiff  then  claimed 
his  commission,  and  the  answer  was  that  Lindsay  was 
entitled  to  it.     On  these  facts, 

Martin,  B.,  said  : — The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover.  There  is  nothing  illegal  in  a  shipowner  employ- 
ing two  brokers  at  the  same  time,  and  whoever  concludes 
the  charter  is  entitled  to  the  commission.  If  a  broker 
mentions  the  name  of  the  charterer  to  the  shipowner,  and 
be  takes  advantage  of  the  information,  and  concludes  the 
charter  himself,  without  the  further  intervention  of  the 
broker,  that  does  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  right  to  his 
commission.  But  that  was  not  the  case  here.  This  was  not 
the  case  of  a  first  introduction  at  all.  There  is  nothing  to 
show  Jhat  the  charter  through  Lindsay  was  not  bond  fide, 
and  quite  independent  of  any  information  furnished  by  the 
plaintiff.  There  is,  therefore,  no  case  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  must  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Thereupon  there  was  a 

Nonsuit  (a). 

(fl)  Sec  Gibson  v.  Crick,  Vol.  II.,  p,  766 ;   and  Cunard  v.  Van  Oppen, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  716. 
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SMITH  V.  DOWELL. 


Middlesex 


Miaaietex        -|-x 

Sittmcs.       JJECLARATION,  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the 

JfUari,  Term.     ^    ^       ,  ,  .  .    ,  ,  .  ,    ^.       .  •       • 

M'hereworkii  defendant  as  a  shipwnght,  to  do  certain  work  for  him  m 

being  carried  the  erection  of  a  bulkhead,  or  partition,  for  the  purpose  of 

which  i«  un-  separating  a  certain  space  in  a  [vessel]  (a)  bunker,  and  so 

certain  pre-  forming  therein,  by  means  of  the  bulkhead,  two  bunkers. 

cautioDswhich  And  the  defendant,  while  the  plaintiff  was  in  one  of  the 
the  employer  ■ 

promiseato  bunkers,  and  was  so  employed  in  the  bulkhead,  and  before 
begoes'away,  the  same  was  completed  or  shored  up  (as  the  defendant 
d1rw?Si«  to"*  knew),  negligently  filled  the  other  of  the  bunkers  with 
get  on  with  the  coal,  and  SO  negligently  heaped  up  a  quantity  of  coal 
his  absence  against  the  bulkhead,  which  was  thereby  rendered  danger- 
work  Is^cwiicd  ^^^9  ^"^  liable  to  fall  on  persons  working  in  the  first-men- 

Eon  before  the     tioned  bunker ;  which  said  premises  the  defendant  then 
recautions  .  . 

ave  been         well  knew,  but  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant,  and 

injury  results  was  without  thc  means  of  knowing,  and  by  reason  thereof 
another  part  of      Pleas:  Not  guilty  ;  and  the  usual  traverses. 

the  work,  while  ^        "^ 

daTir^rfiV*"^       ^^^'  ^*'j^-'  ^^^  ^'^®  plaintiff, 
latter  cannot  HuddUston  for  the  defendant. 

recover  against 

the  employer.  The  plaintiff  was  a  shipwright,  and  had  been  employed 
by  the  defendant,  a  coal  merchant,  in  making  the  bulk- 
head between  two  "  bunkers,"  which  were  to  be  filled  with 
coal  out  of  a  collier.  While  so  employed,  the  defendant 
came  to  see  how  the  men  were  getting  on,  and  they  said 
they  wanted  two  "  struts"  to  support  the  bulkhead.  He  said 
he  would  send  iron  ones,  and  desired  them  to  get  on  with 
the  work.  Before  the  struts  were  put  up,  the  defendant 
not  being  present,  the  plaintiff  being  in  one  bunker  at  work 
and  the  men  pouring  in  coal  into  the  other,  the  weight  of 
the  coal  thus  poured  in  all  at  once  broke  down  the  bulk- 
head, and  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

When   the  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses  had  been  exa- 
mined, 
(o)  Omitted  by  amendment  at  the  trial,  atid  the  next  word  substituted. 


SirriNGS— EXCHEQUER.  239 

Martik,  B.y  said  there  was  no  case;  on  which,  1862. 

Parry y  Serjt.,  called  the  defendant,  who  said   he  had        Smith 
given  general  orders  to  get  on  with  the  work,  and  to  fill      dowell 
the  bunker  when  it  was  safe;  but  he  was  not  present  at 
the  time. 

Thereupon, 

Martin,  B.,  held  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  personal 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  of  any  personal 
direction  by  him  to  do  the  act  which  caused  the  injury, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  against 
his  employer  for  the  result  of  negligence  in  his  fellow  ser- 
vants. 

Nonsuit  (a). 

(a)  In  Easter  Term  Parry t  tiff /c/ieto  the  coal  was  being  poured 
Seijt.,  moved  the  Court,  but  took  in,  and  it  not  appearing  that  the 
nothing ;  it  appearing  that  the  plain-      defendant  did  know  of  or  direct  it. 


GRAHAM  AND  AMOTHER  V.  WEBB.  London  settings. 

Trinity  Term. 

Action  by  assignees  of  one  Brook,  a  bankrupt,  for  the  ^J^f  ^^^^ 

conversion  of  goods  of  the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy,  his  stock  as  se- 

and  for  money  had  and  received.  advance  to  be 

Pleas  :  Not  possessed,  not  guilty,  and  never  indebted,     g^^enu!,  with 

Hawkins  and  Pearce  for  the  plaintiff*.  S^rsei':^.'!^ 

LusA,  Denman  and  G,  Harrison  for  the  defendant.  nTent  of*any*^' 

In  December,  1866,  the  bankrupt  entered  into  an  agree-  Ihe^Mignce*" 

ment  for  a  partnership  with  the  defendant,  a  private  gen-  ^^^^^  ^emcred 

tleman.  on  default; 

In  March,  1867,  the  defendant  declined  it     Between  quenceofthe 
that  time  and  May  lie  made  no  advances.  ^"e*d  by**"*^ 

On  the  15th  May,  1867,  the  bankrupt  executed  to  the  ^^^^^l^^^' 
defendant  a  deed,  reciting  that  it  was  in  consideration  of  afterwards  and 
1,000Z.  lent  and  advanced,  the  receipt  of  which  the  grantee,  ^p^cy  sSid  :— 
the  defendant,  acknowledged,  and  which  was  to  be  paid  ^Jf^^^^^ 
by  instalments  of  100/.,  provided  that,  if  an  instalment  case  to  entitle 

'  o  ^^*  assignees 

S  2  to  recover. 
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should  remain  unpaid  fourteen  days,  then  the  tckok  should 
become  due.  The  deed  then  assigned  to  the  defendant  all 
the  trader's  stock  now  or  at  any  time  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  security  to  be  acquired  by  the  trader, 
and  all  debts  tiien  or  at  any  time  to  become  due  to  him 
in  the  course  of  his  business.  Proviso,  that  if  default 
should  be  made  in  the  payment  of  the  l,000/.»  or  any  in- 
stalment thereof,  the  defendant  might  enter  into  possession 
or  receipt,  and  sell,  &c.;  but  that,  until  notice  from  him  in 
tpriting,  that  he  intended  to  realize  the  security,  the  as- 
signor might  sell  and  deal  with  the  stock.  Proviso,  that 
in  case  of  sale  the  proceeds  should  be  in  trust  to  pay 
defendant  his  debt,  and  the  residue  in  trust  for  the 
assignor. 

By  another  deed  of  the  same  date  the  trader's  freehold 
premises  were  assigned  as  security  for  700/.  By  a  third 
deed,  of  same  date,  the  stock  was  further  charged  with 
the  1,000/. 

Before  then,  the  bankrupt  (who  was  called  for  the 
plaintiff)  had  received  advances  from  the  defendant,  which 
were  applied  for  business  purposes. 

Afterwards,  further  advances  were  made  to  the  amount 
of  1,125/. 

On  25th  November,  1859,  a  creditor  sued  the  trader, 
and  he  went  to  the  defendant  about  it.  The  defendant 
said  he  would  take  the  property  and  allow  the  trader  21.  a 
week  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  so  protect  himself,  the 
trader,  and  his  creditors. 

On  the  28th  November,  the  trader  went  away. 

On  the  29th  November,  1859,  the  defendant  took  pos- 
session, the  stock,  &c.,  being  then  worth  about  1,000/.; 
fixtures  and  furniture,  350/. 

The  trader  took  no  further  part  in  the  business  beyond 
collecting  some  debts  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  17th  January,  1861,  the  defendant  sold  the  stock, 
Sec,  and  realized  less  than  his  claim. 
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Oq  the  2nd  February,  1861,  there  was  a  petition  of 
bankruptcy  against  the  trader  by  Messrs.  B.,  to  whom  he 
owed  nearly  600/.,  the  earliest  item  of  which  had  accrued 
in  1859,  long  afler  the  deed. 

On  the  6th  February,  1861,  there  was  an  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy. 

On  the  7th  February,  the  assignees  were  appointed. 

On  the  11th  June,  the  action  was  brought. 

At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  the  trader  owed  about 
1,000/.,  including  the  defendant's  claim. 

Martin,  B.,  thought  there  was  no  case.  The  Bill  of 
Sales  Act  had  no  application.  The  defendant  merely  took 
possession  of  what  was  his  own,  and  had  a  right  to. 

The  plaintiff  then  called  the  defendant,  who  stated,  that 
before  the  deed  he  had  advanced  1,125/.  He  admitted 
that  since  the  bankruptcy  he  had  received  debts  to  the 
amount  of  81/. 

Martin,  B.,  thought  there  was  no  case,  and  said  he 
should  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflF  for  81/. 

Accordingly  there  was  a 

Nonsuit  (a). 

{a)  Subject  to  tlie  leave  reserved. 


1862. 

Graham 

and  Another 

Webb. 


JONES  V.  GREEN.  sutingmfter 

I  Trinity  Term. 

NTERPLEADER:  the  issue  being  between  claimant,  Where  A.  and 
as  plaintiff,  and  execution  creditor  as  defendant* 


together  openly 
as  man  and 
wife ;  but  B. 
had  been  al- 
lowed bv  A.  to 
deal  with  fumi. 
ture  as  her 
own ;  and  ihe 
had  assigned  them  for  Taluable  consideration,  and  a  creditor  of  his  had  afterwards  taken 
them  in  execution : — Held,  in  an  interpleader  issue,  that  it  was  for  the  jury,  first,  whether 
the  goods  were  his  or  hers  (which  would  partly  depend  on  whether  they  were  married),  and 
next,  whether,  if  they  were  his,  he  had  allowed  her  to  deal  with  them  as  hers,  in  which  case 
he,  and  any  creditor  of  his,  would  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that  they  were  hia. 


Collier  for  the  plaintiff. 

Brett  and  Needham  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  bill  of  sale,  dated  in  Oc* 
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1862.  iober  last,  given  by  one  Madame  H.,  and  there  was  some 
evidence  on  the  part  oF  the  plaintiff  that  she  was  in  posses- 
sion at  the  time,  though  it  came  out  that  one  G.  was  tenant 
of  the  house  where  the  goods  were  at  the  time,  and  the 
fact  was  that  she  and  he  lived  together  there. 

Madame  H.  was  not  called  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  admitted  tiiat  her  bill  of  sale  was  for  good  consi- 
deration. 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant  was  that  6.  got  him  to 
discount  a  bill  of  exchange  (on  which  the  judgment  had 
been  recovered)  which  came  due  on  the  28th  October  (after 
the  bill  of  sale),  and  offered  him  the  goods  in  question  as 
security  for  so  doing,  representing  himself  as  the  owner  of 
them.  The  bill  not  having  been  paid,  judgment  had  been 
recovered  on  it,  and  this  was  the  judgment  under  which 
the  now  defendant  had  put  in  the  execution  on  the  goods. 
And  the  evidence  for  the  defendant  was  that  G.  and  Ma- 
dame H.  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  that  she 
represented  him  as  her  husband,  and  was  introduced  to  the 
plaintiff  as  his  wife. 

Collier  said  his  client,  the  claimant,  (whose  security  was 
before  the  judgment,  and  even  before  the  debt,)  claimed 
through  the  woman  ;  and  that  G.  was  estopped  from  deny- 
ing that  the  goods  were  hers. 

Brett  urged  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  was  estopped  from 
denying  that  they  were  Ais. 

Bramwell,  B. — It  must  go  to  the  jury.  There  will  be 
two  questions  for  the  jury.  First,  whether  the  actual  pro- 
perty was  in  him,  or  in  Aer — which  will  depend  on  who 
was  apparently  in  possession,  and  whether  they  were  man 
and  wife.  Next,  *'  assuming  that  the  property  was  in  him" 
still,  if  he  so  conducted  himself  as  to  allow  her  the  appa- 
rent property,  and  the  actual  disposition  of  it,  he,  or  any 
creditor  o{  his,  cannot  be  allowed  to  make  away  with  it. 
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Brett  urged  that  there  could  not  be  any  estoppel  against        18G2, 
creditors;  but, 

Bramwell,  B.,  asked  whether,  supposing  G.  had  ex- 
pressly stated  that  the  goods  were  hers,  any  creditor  of  his 
could  afterwards  set  up  his  title ;  and 

Brett  admitted  that  he  could  not ;  but  urged  that  it  was 
for  G.  to  show  that  she  was  not  his  wife ;  and  if  so,  then 
the  goods  were  his;  and  if  the  plaintiff  knew  they  lived 
together  as  man  and  wife,  he  could  not  set  up  the  es- 
toppel. 

Collier  offered  evidence  that,  as  long  ago  as  1859,  H. 
had  dealt  with  the  goods,  to  G.'s  knowledge,  as  hers,  and 
had  assigned  it  to  a  loan  society  as  security  for  a  loan  to 
her,  G.  himself  ^becoming  surety.  And  he  urged  that,  if 
G.  bad  no  title,  the  defendant,  his  creditor,  could  have 
none* 

Bramwbll,  B.,  ultimately  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  as 
above,  and  they  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  Vide  Richardi  v.  Johmtone,  Vol.  I.,  p.  447. 


SCHWEIR  V.  THORNS.  LmdanSiningM. 

A  Trinity  Ttrm. 

-OlCTION  on  a  warranty  on  a  sale  of  sugar  bags,  that  On  sale  of 
they  were  sugar  bags.  ^^J^^JCjJ' 

Plea,  denying  the  warranty.  ^^p  given, 

Aspland  and  Philbrick  for  the  plaintiff.  description, 

-*  •  relied  on  as 

Parry,  Seijt.,  and  Smith  for  the  defendant.  evTd^Te'not 

To  prove  the  plaintifTs  case  the  sold  note  was  put  in :  admissible  to 
*  Sold  4  lots  01  sugar  bags.  were  to  be 

bought  as  they 

Parry y  Seijt,  proposed  to  ask  whether  the  sale  was  not  were. 
of  the  lots  as  the  defendant  had  bought  them,  and  as  they 
stood. 
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1862.  Aspland  objected,  that  the  sale  note  must  be  taken  as 

showing  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  question  was  inadmissible. 

Martin,  B.,  was  of  that  opinion,  and  said  that,  as  the 
result  of  the  bargain  was  put  into  a  sale  note,  the  parties 
could  not  travel  out  of  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Court  of  Queens  Bench,  Guildhall,  coram  Meltor,  J. 

LondonSitiing..  WOOD    AND   ANOTHER   V.   WOODS. 

Trinity  Term.     -p. 

Pereoniform-  JJECLARATION,  in  Substance,  that  in  consideration 
imoa  Bodety^  ^'^^^  ^^^  plaintiffs  would  become  subscribers  to  a  society  of 
tecdonSr*       the  defendants,  entitled  the  Trade  Protection  Society,  the 

trade,  and         defendants  promised  the  plaintiffs  to  use  due  and  reason- 
issuing  pro-  1        11 
spectuses  in      able  care  and  dihgence,  makmg  and  to  make  all  proper 

represent       inquiries    respecting    persons   whom   the   plaintiffs   were 

that  they  insti-  about  to  trust  with  soods  on  credit,  and  as  to  whose  credit 

tuted  inquines  . 

for  subscribers    and  circumstances  the  plaintiffs  might  require  information. 

with  reference 

to  the  respecta-       Averment:  that  the  plaintiffs  did  become  subscritlers  to 

ed  c^  P™'     the  society,  and  whilst  they  were  so,  required  from  defend- 

tomers:— //e«  ants  information  of  one  Hughes,  whom  the  plaintiffs  were 
liable  to  sub-         ,  , 

scribers  for        about  to  trust ;  and 

duf^InVrel!'^^       Breach  :  that  the  defendants  did  not  use  due  care  in 

sonable  care  to  making  proper  inquiries,  &c.,  whereby,  ic. 

quiries.  Plea :  not  guilty. 

O' Mallet/  and  Philbrick  for  the  plaintiffs. 

2).  Seymour  and  Pearce  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  were  ironmongers  at  Chelmsford,  and  the 
defendants  constituted  a  company,  called  ''The  Trade 
Protection  Company,"  carrying  on  business  in  London. 
The  company  had  put  forward  a  prospectus,  in  which, 
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among  a  variety  of  other  things,  there  was  the  following 
statement : — 

''Subscribers  are  entitled  to  obtain  private  and  confi- 
dential information  with  reference  to  the  respectability  and 
standing  of  parties  before  they  supply  them  with  goods. 
Inquiries  are  made  through  private  and  legal  correspond- 
ence, and  most  eflScient  means  are  used,  and  information 
may  be  relied  upon  with  great  certainty." 

The.  plaintiffs  became  subscribers  on  the  23rd  of  April, 
1861. 

Shortly  after  this  the  plaintiffs  received  a  letter  signed 
"S.  Hughes,  builder,  Edmonton,"  ordering  goods;  the 
plaintiffs  then  sent  that  letter,  and  wrote  to  the  defendant, 
but  received  no  answer.-  They  wrote  again,  and  then  re- 
ceived a  letter  to  this  effect : — 

"  On  the  3rd  inst.  we  wrote  to  you  that  S.  Hughes  is 
considered  a  respectable  man,  and,  we  should  think, 
worthy  of  reasonable  business  credit. — Yours  truly,  R. 
Loder,  Secretary." 

The  plaintiffs  upon  that  representation  sent  goods  to  S. 
Hughes.  Time  went  on;  they  wrote  to  Hughes  ;  but  ob- 
taining no  answer,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  went  to  Edmonton, 
and  then  found  that  a  house  had  been  taken  in  the  name 
of  Hughes,  but  it  had  always  been  kept  closed,  and  the 
postman  had  been  ordered  to  put  all  letters  under  the 
door.  The  plaintiffs  found  they  had  been  swindled,  and 
they  went  to  the  defendants,  who  said  there  must  be  some 
mistake,  and  they  would  pay  a  small  amount  rather  than 
be  exposed,  and  they  asked  for  time. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  in  substance  was,  that  the 
defendants  had  not  made  any  efforts  to  obtain  any  infor- 
mation. 

One  of  the  plaintiffs  gave  evidence  of  the  above  facts. 

In  cross-examination  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  terms 
of  dealing  with  Hughes  were  cash.  When  he  applied  to 
the  defendants,  they  stated  that  their  plan  of  business  was 


1862. 

Wood 
and  Another 

V. 

Woods. 
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1862.  to  write  to  two  persons  in  the  town.  They  read  something 
out  of  a  book  which  he  could  not  understand.  The  plaintiff 
denied  that  the  defendant  said  he  had  made  the  usual 
search  for  judgments,  &c. 

Letters  had  been  sent,  addressed  to  S.  Hughes,  china 
merchant,  wine  merchant,  builder,  hop  merchant,  &c.  A 
house  had  been  taken  by  S.  Hughes.  No  name  was  up,  but 
the  shutters  always  were.  All  sorts  of  things, — wine,  beer, 
crates,  grates — were  received  at  the  station  for  S.  Hughes. 
Letters  were  put  under  the  door,  as  no  one  answered  the 
bell  or  knocker.  It  was  a  common  talk  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, and  so  must  have  been  known  on  inquiry. 

It  was  objected  for  the  defendants  that  tliere  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence ;  but. 

The  learned  Judge  said  the  question  of  negligence  was 
for  the  jury,  and  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence. 

Pearce  then  addressed  the  jury,  and  said  that  the  de- 
fendants undertook  to  give  information  of  all  persons  who 
had  given  bills  of  sales,  &c.,  from  the  public  records,  and  to 
give  that  information  once  a  fortnight  to  the  subscribers, 
as  well  as  any  information  that  might  come  to  their  know- 
ledge. The  question  was,  whether  the  defendants  had 
made  proper  inquiries.  Where  were  the  duties  of  the  de- 
fendants to  cease  ?     No  guarantee  was  given. 

The  learned  Judge  said,  the  defendants  did  not  guaran- 
tee, but  they  undertook  to  make  reasonable  inquiries. 

Pearce  said,  the  society  did  not  hold  themselves  respon- 
sible for  any  use  the  subscribers  might  make  of  the  infor- 
mation. The  defendants  had  fairly  complied  with  the 
obligation  into  which  they  had  entered. 

The  society  consisted  of  three  brothers  named  Woods. 

From  the  evidence  of  the  secretary  it  appeared  that  they 
kept  copies  of  the  registers  of  all  judgments,  bills  of  sale, 
&c.  He  looked  over  all  these  to  see  if  he  could  find  the 
name  of  S.  Hughes,  and  a  person  in  the  employ  of  Woods 
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was  sent  to  Edmonton  to  make  inquiries,  and  his  report 
was  entered  in  a  book  ;  no  record  was  kept  of  verbal  in- 
quiries. A  Mr.  Gates,  of  Quality  Court,  kept  a  similar 
establishment,  and  they  obliged  each  other.  The  character 
of  Hughes  was  not  described  as  the  plaintiiBT  had  stated. 
Had  the  plaintiff  applied  for  the  money,  he  would  pro- 
bably have  given  it  to  the  society  to  collect,  and  probably 
they  might  have  got  the  money.  Their  legal  correspondent 
at  Edmonton  was  Mr.  Rignold,  but  they  did  not  ask  him 
to  inquire.  The  man  who  was  stated  to  have  made  the 
inquiry  for  the  defendants  was  not  called,  as  it  was  stated 
he  could  not  be  found. 

Philbrich,  in  reply,  insisted  that  the  defendants  had 
failed  to  show  any  compliance  with  their  promise,  on  the 
faith  of  which  they  received  the  subscription. 

The  learned  Judge  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the 
defendants  had  done  what  they  had  undertaken  to  do,  i.  e., 
whether  they  had  used  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in 
making  the  inquiries  in  question. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  31/. 


1R62. 


Wood 

and  Another 

V. 

Woods. 


'  Central  Criminal  Court,  coram  Wightman,  J. 
.     REGINA  r.  VYSE. 

fY\  My  Sessions, 

JLHE  prisoner,  Anne  Cornish  Vyse,  was  indicted  for  the  Where  a  mar- 
wilful  murder  of  her  two  children,  by  poisoning  them.  Jbndly^aTtachcd 
M.  Chambers,  Sleigh  and  Edward  Besley  were  for  the  and  qjpareiuly 
prosecution.                                                                               !"°»V  ^^^PI^'a 

■  her  lamily,  had 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  and  Metcalfe  were  for  the  defence.      K'imiuh'IL°i 

evidence  of  de- 
liberation and  deaign  ;  but  it  appeared  that  there  was  insanity  in  her  family  ;  and,  from  her 
demeanour  before  and  after  the  act,  which,  although  not  wholly  irrational,  yet  was  strangely 
erratic  and  excited  ;  and  from  recent  antecedents  and  the  presence  of  ceruin  exciting  causes 
of  insanity,  and  her  own  account  of  her  sensations,  the  medical  men  were  of  opinion  that 
■he  was  labouring  under  actual  cerebral  disease,  and  that  she  was  in  a  paroxysm  of  insanity 
at  the  time  of  the  act ;  this  was  left  to  the  jury  as  evidence  on  which  they  might  rightly  find 
bcr  not  guilty  on  the  ground  of  insanity. 
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1862.  The  prisoner  was  the  wife  of  a  Mr,  Vyse,  who  had  for 

many  years  carried  on  the  business  of  a  bonnet-maker  and 
milliner  on  Ludgate  Hill.  The  marriage  took  place  in 
1^51 9  and  at  the  time  of  the  act  in  question  six  children 
had  been  the  result  of  the  union,  of  whom  one  had  died 
eighteen  months  before.  They  had  a  country  residence 
at  Surbiton,  and,  on  the  21st  of  May  (the  day  before  the 
melancholy  event),  according  to  the  statement  of  the 
prisoner  herself,  the  three  younger  children,  including  the 
two  children  now  in  question,  had  been  brought  by  her 
from  the  country  residence. 

On  the  morning  of  the  22nd  the  children  appeared  in 
their  usual  health  and  spirits,  and  it  appeared  that  between 
eleven  and  twelve  o'clock  the  prisoner  went  to  the  shop  of 
Mr.  Keating,  a  chemist,  in  St.  Paul's  Churchyard,  and 
purchased  some  perfume,  and  she  was  then  apparently 
about  to  leave  the  shop,  when  she  returned  and  told  the 
shopman  (and  this  statement  was  proved  to  be  true) 
that  her  house  on  Ludgate  Hill  was  infested  with  rats 
and  mice,  that  they  had  very  much  injured  the  ceiling  of 
one  of  the  rooms,  and  that  they  came  into  the  bedrooms, 
and  she  was  afraid  they  would  get  to  the  baby,  which 
was  about  a  year  and  a  half  old.  She  then  said  that 
she  should  like  to  have  some  poison  to  destroy  them,  and 
she  suggested  that  the  shopman  should  supply  her  with 
some  prussic  acid.  The  shopman  told  her  that  he  could 
not  supply  her  with  prussic  acid,  and  he  recommended 
that  she  should  try  poisoned  wheat.  She  replied  that  she 
had  tried  this,  and  it  had  no  effect.  The  shopman  then 
proposed  that  he  should  supply  her  with  an  article  called 
"  Battle's  vermin  powder,"  and  he  eventually  gave  her 
three  packets  of  that  article,  telling  her  at  the  same  time 
that  it  was  a  very  dangerous  poison,  and  advised  her  to 
lay  it  only  at  night,  and  remove  what  remained  in  the 
morning,  for  fear  the  children  or  some  one  else  might  take 
any  of  it.    She  went  home  with  it,  and  at  two  o'clock 
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they  dinedy  and  one  of  the  three  children  went  out  to        1862. 
school. 

When  the  servant  took  away  the  dinner  things  she  left 
the  two  other  children  in  the  room  where  they  had  dined, 
and  afterwards  saw  them  in  their  own  bedroom  playing 
about.  This  was  between  three  and  four  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon,  and  at  this  time  she  saw  Mrs.  Vyse  in  her  own 
bedroom,  which  was  on  the  same  floor. 

Shortly  after  this  the  prisoner  told  her  to  go  to  Mr. 
Keating's  for  a  packet  of  the  same  powders  she  had  had  in 
the  morning,  and  told  her  at  the  same  time  to  make  haste. 

The  servant  went  to  Mr.  Keating's  as  desired,  but  had 
to  wait  a  short  time  before  she  could  be  served,  and  when 
she  returned  she  went  to  the  prisoner's  bedroom.  The 
door  was  shut,  and  she  knocked,  but  received  no  answer, 
and  she  knocked  a  second  time,  when  the  prisoner  said, 
"You  can't  come  in."  The  servant  went  upstairs  to 
the  cook,  and  spoke  to  her,  and  then  went  down  and 
again  knocked  at  the  prisoner's  door,  and  she  in  a  low 
tone  inquired  who  was  there,  and,  when  told,  again  said 
she  could  not  come  in. 

The  servant  then  went  to  the  prisoner's  sister,  and  they 
went  upstairs  together,  and  the  sister  knocked  at  the  door, 
and  called  the  prisoner  by  her  christian  name.  She  made 
no  answer,  and  her  sister  knocked  twice  at  the  door,  and 
then  forced  it  open. 

Upon  entering  the  room  they  saw  the  prisoner  standing 
over  the  marble  washing-stand,  with  a  razor  in  her  right 
hand,  which  seemed  to  fall  by  her  side  as  they  went  in. 
The  prisoner  then  put  her  hand  in  her  pocket  and  took 
out  a  letter  and  handed  it  to  her  sister,  and  exclaimed, 
"  I  am  mad ;  I  wish  to  die ;  my  children  are  in  heaven." 
When  she  gave  her  sister  the  letter,  she  said,  "  Take  this," 
and  her  sister  took  the  letter  from  her  hand.  The  prisoner 
then  asked  the  servant  for  the  packet  of  powders  she  had 
sent  her  for.    The  witnesses  then  went  into  the  children's 
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1862.  bedroom,  and  saw  them  both  lying  in  bed  with  the  clothes 
over  them.  They  were  dressed,  but  their  shoes  were  off, 
and  they  seemed  as  though  they  were  asleep. 

It  was  clear  that  the  deaths  arose  from  the  administra- 
tion of  strychnine,  which  was  proved  to  be  one  of  the  in- 
gredients of  Battle's  powder.  Witli  children  of  the  age 
these  were,  a  quarter  of  a  grain  of  strychnine  would  be 
sufficient  to  cause  death,  and  the  operation  of  the  poison 
would  be  much  more  rapid  if  given  in  the  form  of  a  solu- 
tion. The  deaths  would  have  taken  place,  in  all  proba- 
bility, in  a  very  short  time  after  such  a  dose  of  strychnine 
had  been  administered. 

On  account  of  the  prisoner's  wound,  and  weakness  owing 
to  haemorrhage,  she  was  confined  to  her  bed  for  several 
days,  and  in  the  morning  after  the  event  she  told  the 
nursemaid  that  she  wished  to  speak  to  Smith,  the  porter, 
and  when  the  prisoner  saw  him,  she  put  out  her  hand 
to  him  to  shake  hands  with  him,  and  they  shook  hands, 
and  both  appeared  very  grieved.  Mrs.  Vyse  then  said, 
''Ah,  Smith,  Mary  has  been  the  whole  and  sole  cause 
of  this."  Smith  replied,  "  Keep  yourself  quiet,  ma'am," 
and,  '^  If  I  could  lay  my  life  down,  or  five  thousand  lives, 
to  recall  what  you  done  yesterday,  I  would  do  so."  The 
prisoner  then  said,  '*  It  is  done,  and  it  cannot  be  undone." 
But  there  was  some  doubt  whether  Mrs.  Vyse  used  the 
word  "  Mary,"  inasmuch  as*  her  words  were  only  audible 
to  persons  placing  their  ear  almost  close  to  her  mouth. 

It  appeared  that  there  was  no  person  named  Mary  in 
the  establishment  except  the  cook,  and  the  witnesses  had 
never  heard  any  other  "  Mary"  mentioned,  nor  had  the 
prisoner  ever  complained  of  the  cook  or  any  other  Mary. 

On  the  next  day  but  one  afler  the  occurrence  the  prisoner 
addressed  the  persons  in  her  room,  and  said,  '*  What  are 
you  all  looking  so  sober  about?  You  look  as  though  you 
were  at  a  funeral,  or  a  laying  out."  The  defence  raised 
was  insanity.     This  defence  was  partly  founded  on  the 
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circumstances  of  the  act,  which  are  therefore  stated  with 
some  particularity,  and  partly  on  other  evidence  adduced 
as  to  the  antecedents  of  the  prisoner.  In  regard  to  the 
act  itself,  the  medical  man,  called  as  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  prosecution,  stated  that  when  he  saw  the 
children  in  bed,  his  impression  was  that  they  were  care- 
fully placed  there  afler  they  were  dead ;  and  he  should 
infer,  if  this  had  been  done  by  the  person  who  had 
destroyed  them,  that  she  was  not  in  her  right  senses.  He 
should  think  that  if  a  sane  person  had  committed  such  a 
deed  as  this,  the  Isight  would  have  been  so  revolting  that 
he  would  be  tempted  to  run  away,  rather  than  to  stop  and 
dwell  upon  it,  and  place  the  bodies  in  the  bed  in  the  po- 
sition these  bodies  were  found.  He  added,  that  the  brain 
of  women  at  a  certain  period  was  likely  to  be  excited. 

The  following  evidence  was  then  adduced  for  the  de- 
fence : — 

The  prisoner's  uncle  stated  that  the  brother  of  her  mother 
committed  suicide  by  taking  prussic  acid,  when  he  was  not 
of  sound  mind.  He  was  in  good  circumstances  at  the 
time,  and  there  was  no  ground  for  the  commission  of  the 
act.  His  own  mother  was  also  at  one  period  in  a  very 
melancholy  condition  on  account  of  the  loss  of  one  of  her 
sons,  and  it  was  necessary  to  watch  her.  Another  relation 
was  confined  in  Bethlehem  as  a  lunatic,  and  some  other 
members  of  the  family  have  also  been  placed  under  re- 
straint. 

The  witness's  brother  who  had  committed  suicide  was  in 
a  state  of  depression  for  about  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks 
before  he  destroyed  himself,  and  was  rather  weak  in  in- 
tellect all  his  life. 

The  other  relative  who  was  confined  in  Bethlehem  was 
discharged  cured,  but  was  brought  back ;  but,  according 
to  the  report  of  the  case,  he  was  occasionally  perfectly 
docile  and  sane.  The  cause  of  insanity  was  supposed  to 
be  excessive  grief  at  the  death  of  a  parent. 
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1862.  Another  witness  said,  she  knew  the  paternal  grandfather 

of  the  prisoner,  and  he  was  occasionally  very  violent  He 
«•  used  to  keep  a  large  number  of  rats  confined  in  a  room, 

and  he  used  to  call  it  his  menagerie,  and  invite  people  to 
come  and  see  them.  Upon  one  occasion  he  took  a  dog 
with  him  into  church.  He  kept  a  cofBn  under  his  bed,  and 
was  always  considered  a  most  eccentric  man,  and  people 
used  to  call  him  mad. 

Another  witness,  who  was  well  acquainted  with  Mrs. 
Sarah  Vine,  the  maternal  grandmother  of  the  prisoner, 
remembered  her  losing  a  daughter,  and*shortly  after  that 
event  she  attempted  to  strangle  herself.  Her  sister  was 
also  under  restraint  in  her  own  house  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years. 

Another  relative  of  the  prisoner  was  a  lunatic  for  a  great 
many  years  before  her  death. 

Evidence  was  then  given  that  a  second  cousin  of  the 
prisoner  was  also  treated  as  a  lunatic  for  many  years. 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  very  fondly  attached 
to  her  children,  and  so  far  as  appeared  there  was  no  cause 
of  unhappiness  in  the  family.  Her  child,  however,  had  died 
in  November,  1860.  This  child  was  about  nine  or  ten 
months  old,  and  died  of  diphtheria,  at  Surbiton.  The  illness 
was  not  considered  serious  by  the  servants  there,  and  they 
omitted  to  inform  the  prisoner  of  it,  and  she  always  fancied 
she  could  have  saved  its  life  if  she  had  been  informed  earlier 
of  the  illness.  The  child  had  been  taken  ill  early  in  the 
week,  but  the  prisoner  did  not  know  of  it  until  she  came 
down  as  usual  on  the  Saturday.  She  attended  upon  the 
child  until  its  death,  which  took  place  about  ten  days  after- 
wards. The  body  of  the  child  was  disinterred  in  conse- 
quence of  the  vault  being  flooded ;  and  the  witnesses  had 
noticed  a  marked  diflefence  in  her  conduct  since  that  time. 
She  frequently  had  fits  of  despondency,  and  was  sometimes 
violent  without  any  apparent  cause* 

After  the  death  of  the  child  the  conduct  of  the  prisoner 
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was  very  much  altered,  and  she  was  frequently  in  a  very         1862. 
excited  state.     Upon  one  occasion  she  threw  all  the  tea- 
things  into  the  fireplace,  one  after  the  other.     On  the 
following  morning  she  was  sorry,  and  appeared  quite  sur- 
prised at  hearing  what  she  had  done. 

The  witnesses  did  not  know  of  anything  that  caused  her 
to  be  in  this  passion.  She  never  used  to  drink  anything 
strong,  and  they  had  heard  her  say  that  her  head  would 
not  allow  her  to  do  so. 

The  medical  man  who,  after  the  death  of  the  child  that 
has  been  mentioned,  was  called  in  to  attend  the  other 
children,  noticed  that  the  prisoner  was  the  subject  of  great 
morbid  melancholy  and  sudden  irrational  impulses.  At 
other  times  she  was  animated,  but  very  ladylike  in  her 
conduct  and  demeanour.  While  she  was  suckling  her  last 
child  her  health  became  very  much  deteriorated,  and  he 
advised  her  to  wean  the  child  and  give  up  attending  to 
business  for  a  time.  He  believed  that  the  prisoner  was 
pregnant  at  the  present  time.  He  had  no  doubt  from  his 
knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  prisoner  that  she  was  in 
a  state  of  mania  when  this  act  was  committed.  He  stated 
that  the  reasons  for  his  coming  to  this  conclusion  were  the 
hereditary  taint  of  insanity,  her  irrational  impulses,  the 
deterioration  of  her  health,  and  her  conduct  throughout 
the  whole  affair.  He,  however,  only  saw  the  prisoner  once 
between  the  period  he  had  referred  to  and  the  commission 
of  the  act  now  the  subject  of  investigation. 

Two  tradesmen  proved  that  a  day  or  two  before  the  act, 
and  also  on  the  day  of  the  act,  her  demeanour  was,  with- 
out any  apparent  reason,  so  abrupt  and  strange,  that  they, 
as  they  said,  formed  the  opinion  that  she  could  not  be 
in  her  right  mind. 

Dr.  Hood,  the  physician  of  Bethlehem  Hospital  (a),  and 

(a)  This  witnen  was  soon  after-      sicians  of  the  Court,  under  the  new 
wards  appointed  by  the  Lord  Chan-      Lunacy  Act,  and  on  account  of  his 
edlor  one  of  the  oonsuldng  phy-      eminence  in  the  profession,  and  his 
VOL.  III.  T  P.P. 
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who  knew  the  relative  of  the  prisoner  who  had  been  con- 
fined there,  was  called  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the  defence, 

peculiar  knowledge  on  this  painful 
tubject,  it  is  thought,  that  a  letter 
of  his  published  in  the  TimeSf  just 
after  the  trial,  may  be  of  great 
interest  and  utility,  as  the  best  ac- 
count of  his  own  evidence  in  the 
case  (which,  no  doubt,  mainly  de- 
cided it) ;  and  still  more,  as  a  very 
valuable  analysis  of  the  causes  and 
symptoms  of  genuine  cerebral  in- 
sanity, and  therefore,  a  very  valu- 
able contribution  to  the  science  of 
medical  jurisprudence.  The  letter 
ran  as  follows: — 

"  Feeling  it  is  important  that  the 
public  should  not  be  led  to  believe 
that  a  person  in  perfect  health  will, 
without  any  premonitory  symptom 
— though  often  obscure  or  unob- 
served—commit a  tenible  crime, 
the  only  cause  for  which  must  be 
described  by  that  morally  and  so- 
cially dangerous  term,  'impulsive 
mania,'  I  venture  to  address  a  few 
words  to  you  on  the  case  of  the  un- 
happy woman  who  was  tried  on 
Wednesday,  at  the  Central  Criminal 
Court,  for  the  murder  of  her  two 
children. 

"  The  hereditary  tendency,  pro- 
bable effects  of  prolonged  nursing 
upon  insufficient  nourishment,  and 
her  general  constitutional  debility, 
were  all  admitted,  and  without 
doubt  influenced  the  jury  in  arriv- 
ing at  their  verdict.  One  symptom 
of  disease,  and  that  a  most  important 
one,  was  not  mentioned. 

<*  On  my  first  visit  to  her  at  New- 
gate I  learnt,  that  during  the  latter 
months  of  suckling  she  had  been 
mentally  overworked  and  subject 
to  great  anxiety  and  fatigue.  When 


worried  by  her  business  transac- 
tions she  suffered  from  a  painful 
sensation  seated  in  the  interior  of 
the  cranium,  on  the  surface  of  the 
brain,  and  which  she  spoke  of  as 
*  perspiring  of  the  brain  * — a  symp- 
tom often  complained  of  by  patients 
who  suffer  from  mental  disease,  as 
giving  a  creeping,  irritating  feeling, 
but  never  more  graphically  de- 
scribed than  by  Mrs.  Vyse.  It  is 
indicative  of  morbid  action  or  se- 
cretion of  the  membranes  of  the 
brain,  which  is  very  manifest  by  ex- 
amination after  death. 

"  I  believe  that  Mrs.  Vyse  is  suf- 
fering from  cerebral  disease,  which 
rendered  her  at  the  time  of  the 
murder  an  irresponsible  agent,  and, 
though  proper  care  and  attention 
might  have  prevented  the  dreadful 
tragedy,  her  life  has  been  spared 
without  infringing  one  law  made  for 
our  common  safety. 

**  The  public  may  well  take  alarm 
at  the  admission  of  such  a  disease 
as  impulsive  mania,  which  is  so 
difficult  to  distinguish  from  pas- 
sion ;  but  they  may  remember  that 
cerebral  disease  ought  to  be  first 
established  and  irresponsibility  ac- 
knowledged, and  then  the  sudden 
impulse,  or  the  skflftilly-conceived 
attack,  will  be  looked  upon  as  the 
effect  of  insanity,  not  the  disease  it- 
self. 

"The  impulse  to  violence  may 
be  dormant  for  weeks  or  months, 
and  then  show  itself  by  a  suicidal 
or  homicidal  act ;  but  such  is  the 
result  and  not  the  proof  of  mental 
disease,  and  is  more  accurately  de- 
scribed by  the  term  employed  by 
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and  8lated  that  iDsanity  was  hereditary,  and  might  for  a  1862. 
time  lie  dormant  and  come  out  on  some  sudden  emotion 
affecting  the  mind.  He  had  visited  her  in  Newgate,  and 
heard  from  her  there  her  own  account  of  her  sensations. 
He  had  heard  the  evidence  in  Court,  and  gave  it  as  his 
opinion,  as  a  medical  man,  that  from  the  causes  stated  she 
was  insane  at  the  time  of  the  act,  and  was  even  stiil  suf- 
fering from  actual  disease  of  the  brain  (a). 

Dr.  Forbes  Winslow  said,  I  have  for  twenty  years  de- 
voted my  attention  to  matters  of  lunacy,  and  I  have  heard 
the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  at  the 
time  the  act  was  committed  by  the  prisoner  she  was  suf- 
fering under  what  is  termed  paroxysmal  insanity.  This  is 
a  kind  of  insanity  perfectly  well  understood  by  medical 
men,  and  is  an  acknowledged  disease.  The  disorder  is  one 
that  tends  to  suicide,  homicide  and  acts  of  violence,  and 
while  in  that  state  the  patient  would  be  unable  to  dis- 
tinguish, in  my  opinion,  between  right  and  wrong.  In  cas^s 
of  this  character  a  patient  may  be  perfectly  calm,  and  then 
suddenly  break  out  into  an  act  of  violence  such  as  the  one 
now  under  consideration.  He  stated  that  paroxysmal  in- 
sanity was  nearly  allied  to  great  passion  and  anger,  and  it 
is  sometimes  difficult  to  distinguish  between  an  outburst 
of  passion  and  one  of  insanity.  And  he  said  that  in  order 
to  form  an  opinion  upon  this  point  it  would  be  necessary 
to  refer  to  the  previous  history  of  the  patient,  and  in  the 
present  case  he  should  have  no  difficulty  in  coming  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  had  been  an  outburst  of  insanity,  and 
not  one  of  passion  only. 

WiQUTMAN,  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  laid 
down  the  law  on  the  subject  of  insanity  according  to  the 
well-known  authorities  (a),  and  in  applying  it  to  the  pre- 

one  of  the  medical   witnesses  as      brain  or  its  membranes,  and  attri- 
paroxysmal  mania,  the  paroxysm      butable  to  its  proper  cause." 
being  the  effect  of  disease  of  the  (a)  Vide  Vol.  II.,  p.  837. 

t2 
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1862.  sent  case  directed  attention  chiefly  to  the  opinion  of  Dr. 
Hood  on  the  facts  proved  and  observed  by  himself.  He 
commented  also  on  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  had  de- 
stroyed the  lives  of  two  of  her  children,  to  whom  it  was 
proved  she  was  most  devotedly  attached,  and  that  this  had 
been  done,  as  it  appeared,  without  the  slightest  motive  (a). 
The  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  was, 
whether  when  this  act  was  committed  the  prisoner  was  in 
such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  render  her  criminally  responsible, 
and  this  question  was  undoubtedly  one  of  the  most  diflScuIt 
that  could  be  decided  in  a  court  of  justice.  And  if,  from 
the  evidence  that  had  been  brought  forward  (especially  the 
medical  evidence),  they  believed  that  at  the  time  the  pri- 
soner poisoned  the  children  she  was  in  such  a  state  of 
mind  as  not  to  be  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and 
wrong,  they  ought  to  acquit  her  on  the  ground  of  insanity. 

The  jury,  after  deliberating  a  short  time  in  the  box,  re- 
tired. They  had  not  been  absent  more  than  five  minutes 
when  they  returned  into  Court,  and  gave  a  verdict  of 

Not  guilty  on  the  ground  of  insanity. 

Chambers  said  that  as  the  facts  were  precisely  the  same 
he  did  not  propose  to  offer  any  evidence  in  support  of  the 
second  indictment,  and  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  was  accord- 
ingly taken  upon  that  charge. 

The  usual  formal  order  was  then  made,  that  the  prisoner 
should  be  kept  in  safe  custody  during  her  Majesty's  plea- 
sure, and  she  was  removed  from  the  bar. 

(a)  That  is,  not  only  was  there  dence^  vide  A.  v.  Haynet,  Vol.  L,p. 

noevu/enreofmotive,  but  there  was  606,  that  it  is  not  enough  to  su9- 

as  strong  evidence   as  could    be  tain  a  defence.    Et  vide  R.  v.  Law, 

given,  that  there  toai  no  rational  Vol.  II.,  p.  837,  a  case  resembling 

motive.    As  to  mere  absence  ofevi-  the  present. 
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Hertford,  coram  Martin,  B.  1862. 

HIRST  V.  GOODWIN.  »^j»  f^««"- 

jLhIS  was  an  action  of  slander,  by  a  veterinary  surgeon  In  an  action 

for  slander  on 

of  Barnety  for  words  spoken  by  the  defendant,  to  the  eflfect  a  veterinary 
that  "  he  did  not  know  his  business."  w'lJJ^ThUbud- 

Special  damaG:e  was  laid,  that  thereby  the  plaintiff  had  P***»  ^®  having 

^  °  '  J  r  been  employed 

lost  three  customers.  by  the  de- 

Plea:  Not  guilty.  J5r"w,  thkTthe 

-rr      1  •  i»r  r  i      i  n  i'»/T»  defendant  was 

Hawkins  and  Horace  Lloyd  for  the  plaintiff.  not  liable  un- 

less be  had 

Shee^  Serjt.,  and  Butler  Righy  for  the  defendant.  gone  beyond 

reasonable 

The  defendant  had  sold  a  mare  to  one  Godson,  who  had  complaint ; 

consulted  the  plaintiff  as  veterinary  surgeon,  and  the  latter  if  he  had,  he 
had  given  certain  advice  to  him  about  her,  in  consequence  fo^thcheare^a 
of  which  Godson  refused  to  accept  her,  and  had  returned  repetitions  of 

the  slander  to 

her  to  the  defendant.  Shortly  after,  the  parties  met  at  the  others. 
White  Lion  public-house,  Barnet,  and  the  plaintiff  stated 
that  the  defendant,  alluding  to  the  matter,  spoke  the  words 
complained  of  in  the  presence  of  other  persons,  accusing 
the  plaintiff  of  having  falsely  said  that  the  mare  was  spa- 
vined, whereas  she  was  sound. 

Id  the  proof  of  special  damage,  a  person  was  called  who 
said  he  bad  ceased  to  employ  the  plaintiff  since  the  words 
were  spoken ;  but  it  appeared  that  he  was  not  present 
when  the  words  were  spoken,  so  that  they  must  have  been 
repeated  to  him  by  some  one  who  was  present. 

SheCf  Serjt.,  objected  to  this  evidence  of  damage  as  inad- 
missible, since  it  could  not  have  arisen  directly  from  the 
speaking  of  the  slander  by  the  defendant. 
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1862.  Martin,  B.,  said  he  thought  that  was  so;  and  there 

was  a  case  in  Bingham's  Reports^  Ward  v.  Weeks  {a)^ 
where  it  was  held  that  in  such  a  case  the  action  must  be 
against  the  party  who  repeated  the  slander.  There  was  a 
case  on  the  Midland  Circuit  at  the  last  assizes,  before  Mr. 
Justice  Williams,  in  which  the  same  law  was  laid  down  (&), 
and  that  case  had  been  con6rmed  in  the  Exchequer  last 
term  (c).     He  must,  therefore,  reject  the  evidence. 

Similar  evidence  was  tendered  and  refused  as  to  the  two 
other  of  the  three  persons  in  regard  to  whom  special 
damage  was  claimed,  not  one  of  them  having  been  present 
when  the  slander  was  spoken. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that,  as  the 
plaintiff  had  erroneously  stated  that  the  mare  was  spavined 
and  unsound,  the  words  really  spoken  by  the  defendant 
were  mere  words  of  (air  and  reasonable  remonstrance  and 
complaint,  and  so  were  privileged,  and  not  actionable 
at  all. 

The  defendant  was  called,  and  gave  evidence  in  support 
of  this  view  of  the  case. 

He  denied  the  words  as  to  the  plaintiff  not  knowing  his 
business,  and  declared  that  he  only  complained  of  his  say- 
ing the  mare  was  spavined. 

Several  witnesses  confirmed  this  statement.  It  was 
proved  that  there  was  no  spavin. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
told  them  that,  as  the  action  would  not  lie  unless  the  words 
were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  business,  they 
must  find  for  the  defendant,  unless  they  were  satisfied  that 
the  words  were  so  spoken,  i. «.,  as  stated  by  the  plaintiff. 
If  the  defendant's  version  of  the  words  was  the  right  one — 
viz.,  that  he  merely  complained  of  the  plaintiff  for  saying 

(a)  7  Bing.  211.  (r)  Parkins  v.  Scoti,  cited  supra  ; 

{b)  Parkins  v.  Scoit,  2  Post.  &      Dixon  v.  Smith,  29  L.  J.  R.  125. 
Fin.  799. 


Goodwin. 
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the  mare  had  spavin — the  action  would  not  lie,  and  the        1862. 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict.     Even  if  the  jury      ^"^^ 
should  think  otherwise,  and   find  for  the  plaintiff,  they 
would  have  to  say  what  damages  they  would  give ;  and 
what  injury  was  it  likely  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained 
through  words  spoken  in  a  mere  public-house  squabble  ? 
The  jury  gave  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  damages,  \s. 


WALKER  V.    SHEERMAN.  Herts  Summer 

m^^  As*ite9, 

X  HIS  was  an  action  by  a  gardener  and  seed-seller  against  A  person  who 

the  owner  of  a  railway  omnibus  for  seizing  a  sack  of  seed,  goods  of 

and  wrongfully  detaining  it  for  some  time,  whereby  the  outalawftil" 

plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had  lost  several  markets.  "8^^  ^  ^^  *?» 

^  °  ,  even  to  put  it 

The  defendant  pleaded  payment  into  Court  of  the  sum  outoftheway: 
of  20^.,  which  he  said  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claim,      ^ly^for  the  na^ 
The  plaintiff  replied  that  it  was  not  sufficient.     Issue.      '"™^  ^°'"?'*u 

»  »  quences  of  the 

Hawkins  and  «7.  C  Mathew  for  the  plaintiff. 


Garth  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  seed-grower  at  Biggleswade,  and  was 
in  the  habit  of  attending  the  markets  at  Aylesbury  (Satur- 
day), Luton  (Monday),  and  Leighton  (Tuesday),  taking  a 
bag  of  seeds  of  various  kinds  with  him  as  specimens  to 
sell. 

On  Friday,  the  4th  of  April  last,  he  had  gone  to  Tring 
by  railway,  with  a  view  to  his  going  to  Aylesbury,  and  on 
reaching  the  station  left  his  bag  of  seed  there,  to  be  taken 
by  the  defendant's  omnibus  into  the  town,  where  a  carrier 
was  to  call  for  it,  to  take  it  on  to  Aylesbury,  whither  the 
plaintiff  went  by  a  friendly  conveyance.  Not  having  any 
change  with  him,  the  plaintiff  told  the  omnibus  driver  he 
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1862.  would  pay  the  6d.  charge  for  the  carriage  of  the  sack  on 
bis  return. 

The  defendant,  finding  the  sack  in  the  yard,  had  re- 
moved it  into  the  house. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  being  that  he  did  this  to  detain 
the  sack  as  a  distress  for  the  6d, ;  but, 

According  to  the  defendant's  case  it  was  merely  to  put 
it  out  of  the  way.  The  carrier,  however,  went  away  with- 
out it. 

When  the  plaintiff  got  to  Aylesbury  market  next  morn- 
ing he  found  his  sack  had  not  arrived,  and,  going  back  to 
Tring,  found  that  it  had  been  detained.  He  then  went  to 
Luton  for  the  Monday's  market,  hoping  that  the  seed 
might  be  sent  there.  It  did  not  come,  however,  and  next 
day  the  plaintiff  had  a  letter  from  the  defendant,  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  sorry  for  what  had  occurred,  but  that, 
as  the  plaintiff  was  a  stranger  to  him,  and  had  left  the 
place,  and  the  sack  was  lying  about,  he  had  taken  care  of 
it,  and  that  it  should  be  sent  to  him  at  once. 

The  plaintiff  went  home,  and  there  found  the  seed,  hav- 
ing thus  lost  the  Tuesday  Leighton  market,  as  well  as  the 
Luton  and  the  Aylesbury.  The  loss  he  reckoned  that  he 
had  sustained  was  between  8/.  and  10/. 

The  defendant,  as  will  have  been  seen,  did  not  set  up 
any  legal  right  to  seize  the  sack,  but  disputed  the  amount 
of  damage,  and  that  was  the  question  in  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties.  It  turned  out  that  the  carrier  had  not 
room  for  the  sack  even  if  it  had  come  into  the  town  by  the 
omnibus,  and  that  he  had  told  the  plaintiff  so. 

And  the  case  for  the  defendant  was  that  he  had  merely 
removed  the  sack  into  the  inn  in  order  to  put  it  out  of  the 
way,  as  the  carrier  would  not  take  it ;  but  his  counsel 
called  no  witnesses,  and  relied  on  the  letter  and  the  facts 
as  they  came  out  in  the  course  of  the  case  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  learned  Judge  left  the  question  of  damage  to  the 
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jury.  The  defendant  might  have  moved  the  sack  with  a  1862. 
good  intention,  but  as  he  had,  strictly  speaking,  no  right 
to  do  so,  he  was  answerable  for  any  loss,  the  natural  re- 
sult of  the  act  of  removal.  The  main  question  was,  whe- 
ther, if  the  defendant  had  not  moved  the  sack,  it  would 
have  gone  to  Aylesbury.  If  so,  then  the  jury  ought  fairly 
to  give  such  sum  for  damage  as  would  cover  the  profit 
which  reasonably  might  have  been  expected  to  be  realized 
at  that  place.  But  as  to  the  other  two  places,  he  did  not 
think  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  damages,  as  he  did 
not  appear  to  have  gone  to  the  defendant  for  his  goods  when 
at  Tring  on  the  Monday,  and  the  defendant  then  had  sent 
the  sack  home.  The  action  was  brought,  however.  Find- 
ing that  he  had  done  what  was  legally  wrong,  the  defendant 
paid  20s.  into  Court,  thinking  that  it  was  amply  sufficient 
to  cover  any  damage  really  sustained.  If  the  jury  thought 
so,  they  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

The  jury  at  once  so  found,  saying  that  they  thought  the 
sum  paid  into  Court  was  sufficient. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


DODD   V.   GILL.  Herts, 

jL  HIS  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  for  100/.,  dated  On  a  note 
the  3rd  of  January,  1861,  payable  at  the  chambers  of  the  m^ontbafterde- 
defendant  "one  month  after  demand,"  "to  Miss  Mary  ^^^^l^otbTa 

Dodd  alone."  prestntmeni  for 

demand. 
The  pleas  denied  the  demand. 

Denman  and  F.  H.  Lewis  for  the  plaintiff. 

8Aee,  Serjt,  for  the  defendant. 

The  point  in  dispute  was  whether  there  had  been  a 
"demand"  according  to  the  terms  of  the  note. 
The  plaintiff  was  called,  and  proved  the  note,  and  said 
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1862.        she  had  made  the  demand  on  the  defendant  before  she 

^'"^^      placed  it  in  the  hands  of  her  attornies,  and  authorized  a 

•.  demand  by  them.     On  the  12th  of  April,  1862,  they  de- 

^^        manded  payment  by  letter:  on  the  13th  of  May,  1862, 

the  note  was  presented  to  the  defendant  at  his  chambers 

by  her  attornies,  Messrs.  Lewis ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  May 

this  action  was  brought. 

Shee,  Serjt,  submitted  that  there  ought  to  have  been 
presentment  for  demand  one  month  before  action. 

Martin,  B.,  however,  thought  there  was  no  necessity 
for  a  presentment  of  the  note  for  a  demand ;  it  was  enough 
that  there  was  a  demand  a  month  before  action. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Herts  Summer  HAWKINS  V.   HILL. 

Atshes.  — 

In  an  action  by  XHIS  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the 

Buteequent^  14th  of  January,  1861,  payable  twelve  months  afterdate, 

Ln^^'arion^hat  ^^^^  ^Y  Walter  Hill  on  and  accepted  by  Robert  Hill, 

due  notice  of  indorsed   to  Alfred   Hill,   and    by   him    indorsed   to  the 

dishonour  has  .   .     .^ 

been  given  plamtltt. 
means  that  it 

has  been  given  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  bill  when  drawn  was 

t^c  time  it  was  presented   and  dishonoured,   whereof  the  defendant  had 

due,  not  by  jyg  notice,  which  was  denied. 

the  plaint(f;  ' 

JSltion  will  'SAee,  Serjt.,  and  L.  Kelly  for  the  plaintiff, 

^h';;;'*^^'^^^  Hawkins  and  Prentice^tor  the  defendant 

^%rtT  The  bill  became  due  on  the  17th  of  February,  1862, 

the  *^^^*<>  and  was  then  in  the  hands  of  Spooner  &  Co.,  the  London 

address  of  the  agents  for  Duignan  k  Son,  bankers,  of  Walsall,  where  the 

doner.        '  plaintiff  lived.    They  (Duignans)  received  it  on  the  20th 

from  Spooner's  (a  Sunday  having  intervened),  and  at  once 

inquired  of  the  plaintiff  the  address  of  Alfred  Hill,  the 

defendant ;  but  the  plaintiff  could  not  give  it.    They  then 
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sent  a  notice  to  him  on  the  same  day,  in  letters  addressed 
to  his  brothers,  Walter  and  R.  Hill,  who  lived,  one  at 
Rochford  and  the  other  in  London ;  and  he  got  it  on  the 
23rd.     Upon  this  evidence, 

Hawkins  objected  that  there  was  no  doe  notice  of  dis- 
honour; but 

Martin,  B.,  said  he  thought  there  was,  as  all  that  the 
bankers  were  bound  to  do  was  to  use  reasonable  diligence 
to  discover  the  address  of  the  indorser ;  and  that  they  had 
done. 

Hawkins  offered  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the 
address  of  the  defendant,  who  lived  at  Norwich,  and 
called  a  witness  for  that  purpose. 

Martin,  B.,  did  not  think  that  this  made  any  differ- 
ence. It  was  the  holder  of  the  bill  who  was  bound  to 
give  notice ;  and  here  the  bankers  were  the  holders.  The 
question  was  not  whether  the  plaintiff  had  given  due  notice, 
but  whether  due  notice  had  been  given ;  and  he  thought 
that  it  had.  On  that  issue,  therefore,  there  must  be  a 
▼erdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Payment,  however,  being  proved,  there  was  in  the 
end 

A  verdict  for  the  defendant. 


1862. 


TAYLOR   AND  ANOTHER   V.   DALTON    AND    ANOTHER. 

JLHIS  was  an  action  by  a  firm  of  coalfactors,  for  the 
balance  of  the  price  of  coals  sold  to  the  defendants  by 
them.  The  defendants  paid  into  Court  the  sum  of  329/.  4^., 
as  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claim. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Watkin  Williams  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Hawkins  and  Oartk  for  the  defendants. 
On  the  9th  of  December,  1861,  the  plaintiffs  sold  to  the 
defendants,  on  'Change,  140  tons  of  Haswell  Wall's^end 


Herii  Summer 
Aitizet, 

In  an  action 
for  the  price  of 
coal  sold  as 
**HasweU 
Wairi-end** 
without  any 
warranty  of 
quality  or  sizs : 
^Held,  that 
the  only 
question  was 
whether  they 
were  that  kind 
of  coal. 
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1362. 

Taylor 
and  Another 

V, 

Dalton 
and  Another. 


coals  at  17s.  3d.  per  ton,  ex  Sultana;  and  on  the  1 1th  of 
December  they  sold  the  entire  cargo  ex  Iberia,  at  the 
same  price.  The  invoices  were,  '^  140  tons,  ex  Sultana, 
121Z.  3*.  6d.,  less  discount  3/.— 118/.  3s.  6d. ;  207  tons,  ex 
Iberia,  237/.  9$.  6d.,  less  discount  61.  4s.— 231/.  5s.  6d. : 
total,  349/.  95. 

There  is  a  usage  in  the  coal  trade  for  payment  "prompt" 
twenty-eight  days  after  delivery.  The  coals  were  deli- 
vered on  the  16th  of  December,  and,  according  to  the 
usage,  all  allowances  of  discount,  &c.,  were  dependent  on 
prompt  payment  being  made.  The  "prompt"  would  be 
on  the  16th  of  January,  1862,  and  before  then  one  of  the 
defendants  saw  one  of  the  plaiutiflTs,  and  said  the  coals 
were  small,  and  demanded  an  allowance,  which  was  de- 
clined. About  the  end  of  April,  however,  payment  not 
having  been  made,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  charge  the  coals 
only  at  I65.  3d,  per  ton,  on  condition  of  interest  being 
paid.  The  effect  of  this  reduction  was  to  diminish  the 
sum  due  to  that  paid  into  Court.  The  defendants  declined 
to  pay  interest,  and  the  plaintiffs  then  withdrew  their  pro- 
posal, and  charged  the  full  amount.  The  defendants  had 
paid  into  Court  at  the  rate  of  16s.  3d.  a  ton,  deducting 
also  the  discount. 

The  case  for  the  defendants  was,  that  the  coals  were 
not  Haswell  Wall's-end,  which  were  a  sort  used  for  do- 
mestic purposes,  and  the  larger  sort  of  coals.  The  in- 
voices, which,  it  will  be  observed,  were  not  sent  until  the 
coals  were  delivered,  did  not  describe  the  coals  as  Haswell 
Wall's-end  coals.  But  the  plaintiffs  admitted  that  the 
defendants  bought  the  coals  as  such,  and  for  domestic 
purposes.  They  denied,  however,  that  when  coals  were 
so  bought  there  was  to  be  any  particular  amount  or  pro- 
portion of  small  coal,  and  alleged  that  the  coals  were  to 
be  taken  as  they  came ;  and  that  they  had  bought  these 
coals  by  certificate,  in  the  usual  way,  as  Haswell  Wall's- 
end  coals. 
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On  cross-examinatioiiy  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of        1882. 
the  plaintiffs  that  there  had  been  several  complaints  of  the      ^T^"^^*^ 
coals  sold  as  Haswell  Wall's-end  as  very  small.     But  the   and  Another 
defendants   had   not  complained   until  a   fortnight  after      Dalton 
delivery  of  the  coals.    The  coals  had  been  retained,  and    »«'**  Another, 
sold  by  the  defendants. 

CoalfactorSy  called  for  the  plaintiffs,  stated  that  any 
objection  to  the  quality  of  coals  was  usually  made  while 
the  coals  were  in  course  of  delivery,  and  then  surveyors 
were  appointed  to  inspect  the  coals  on  behalf  of  both 
parties,  and  report  if  they  were  according  to  contract. 
Such  surveys,  however,  they  said,  were  of  rather  rare 
occurrence,  and  it  was  more  usual  to  make  allowances ; 
but  these  allowances  were  never  made,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  where  complaints  were  not  made  while  the  coals 
were  in  course  of  delivery. 

The  learned  Baron  said  that  was  in  accordance  with 
the  law  and  with  common  sense.  If  a  man  bought  goods 
at  a  certain  price  and  kept  them,  he  must  pay  the  price. 
Caveat  emptor. 

Hawkins  contended  that  the  defendants  had  not  had 
what  they  contracted  for,  viz.,  Haswell  Wall's-end  coals. 
There  was  far  too  great  a  proportion  of  small  coals;  and 
the  difference  in  value  was  to  be  considered  in  estimating 
the  amount  due  (a). 

Witnesses  were  called  for  the  defendants  to  prove  this, 
and  that  complaints  were  made  within  a  few  days  of  the 
purchase,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  an  allowance 
of  Is.  per  ton  should  be  made. 

Cross-examined,  the  defendants  admitted  that  they  had 
never  proposed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  survey  of  the  coals. 

It  came  out  that  the  quality  and  character  of  Haswell 
Wall's-end  coal  had  of  late  years  rather  deteriorated,  but 
that  on  that  account  the  price  had  been  lowered. 

(a)  See  Partont  v.  Sexton,  4  Com.  B.  Rep.  899,  that  this  is  lo  in 
case  of  a  warranty. 
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«. 

Dalton 

and  Another. 


1869.  Several  of  the  defendants'  witnesses  described  the  coals 

^  ^  as  very  small,  unfit  for  domestic  purposes,  and  of  a  very 
And  Another  inferior  quality,  worth  2s.  a  ton  less  than  the  price  at  which 
they  had  been  bought,  and  that  customers  had  complained 
of  the  quality;  but  none  of  the  customers  were  called, 
nor  did  the  witnesses  deny  that  the  coals  were  Haswell 
Wairs-end. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the 
jury,  said  the  sum  paid  into  Court  was  the  amount  at 
I6s.  3d.  a  ton,  taking  off  the  discounts,  and  the  question 
was,  whether  the  coals  were  Haswell  WalKs-end  coals. 
Whether  they  were  good  coals  or  bad  coals  did  not  matter. 
The  price  had  been  agreed  upon,  and  if  the  coals  were  of 
the  sort  bargained  for,  that  price  must  be  paid.  The  buyer 
must  stand  by  his  bargain,  and  was  not  entitled  to  deduct 
what  he  pleased  from  the  price  on  the  pretence  that  the 
article  was  not  as  good  as  it  ought  to  have  been.  The  in- 
voices were  not  sent  back,  nor  the  coals  returned  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  what  had  been  bought.  There 
was  neither  fraud  nor  warranty,  beyond  the  implied  war- 
ranty that  the  coals  were  Haswell  WalFs-end.  If  they 
were  so,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  verdict  for  the 
contract  price. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  less  the  discount. 


Herts  Summer 
Astizes, 

Payment  of 
rent  to  de- 
fendant in 
replevin, 
coupled  with 
acknowledg- 
ment of  title: — 
Hetd,  not  to  be 
got  rid  of  by  an 


GROVER  V.  LEWIS  et  uxor. 

XhIS  was  an  action  of  replevin,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
complained  of  having  been  distrained  upon  under  the 
authority  of  the  defendants.  They  made  cognizance,  and 
asserted  a  right  to  distrain  upon  him  for  rent,  as  their 
tenant. 


that  he  shall  receive  half  the  rent  : 
in  such  a  case,  even  if  the  effect  was  that  the  plaintiff  became  tenant  to  both,  the  avowry 
may  be  amended  accordingly. 


arrangement  between  the  avowant  and  another  party, 
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Hawkins  and  Oarth  for  the  plaintiff.  J^h 

SAee,  Serjt.y  and  Watkin  Williams  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  was  tenant  of  a  copyhold  farm,  called  Few 
OnionSy  near  Bedington,  in  this  county,  and  had  been  ori- 
ginally tenant  to  one  Howe,  to  whom  both  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants  were  related. 

In  July,  1860,  Mr.  Howe  died  intestate,  and  the  female 
defendant,  Mrs.  Lewis,  claimed  to  be  his  heir  at  law,  and 
as  such  demanded  rent  from  the  plaintiff.  He,  however, 
asserted  the  title  of  his  father,  William  Orover,  who  also 
claimed  to  be  the  right  heir  of  the  deceased,  and  got  him- 
self admitted  tenant  to  the  manor  of  the  copyhold  part  of 
the  property,  including  the  farm  in  question,  and  proposed 
to  let  it  to  the  plaintiff,  his  son. 

The  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lewis,  then  brought  an 
adion  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  other  parts  of  the  pro- 
perty in  Bucks,  and  the  action  came  on  to  be  tried  at 
Aylesbury,  at  the  Spring  Assizes,  1861. 

When  the  cause  was  called  on,  however,  the  counsel  on 
both  sides  entered  into  an  arrangement,  which  was  made  an 
order  of  nisi  priuSj  and  by  which  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered 
for  the  then  plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lewis,  subject  to 
terms,  the  effect  of  which  was,  that  both  the  estates  in 
Bucks  and  Herts  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided 
between  William  Grover  and  Mrs.  Lewis,  one-fourth  to 
him  and  three-fourths  to  her ;  and  if  any  dispute  should 
arise  between  the  parties,  it  was  to  be  referred  to  Mr. 
(yMalley,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Power,  Q.  C.  The  latter  learned 
gentleman  had  since  then  unfortunately  died,  and  the 
agreement  had  not  been  carried  out 

In  the  meantime,  William  Grover,  the  plaintiff^'s  fatheri 
had  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  to  be  his  tenant  of  the  farm. 

And  on  the  29th  of  April,  1861,  there  was  an  agreement 
signed  by  William  Grover,  Henry  Grover  (the  now  plaiii*> 
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1862.        tiff),  and  Mrs.  Lewis,  whereby  the  farm  was  to  be  let  to 
^"  the  plaintiff— the  rent  to  be  paid  in  the  above-mentioned 

V.  proportions  to  William  Grover  and  to  the  defendants, 

and  Wife.  After  that,  the  year's  rent  due  was  paid  to  Mrs.  Lewis, 
under,  and  in  pursuance  (as  was  alleged)  of,  that  agree- 
ment For  some  reason  the  estates  had  not  been  sold, 
and  negotiations  were  entered  into  between  Mrs.  Lewis 
and  the  plaintiff  as  to  a  lease.  In  the  course  of  these 
negotiations,  more  than  one  document  was  signed  by  Mrs. 
Lewis,  to  which  her  husband  was  no  party,  so  that  they 
were  of  no  legal  validity  ;  and  they  ended  in  no  lease  being 
executed  on  account  of  the  parties  disagreeing  as  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  on  which  the  lease  was  to  be 
granted. 

In  October,  1861,  there  was  another  agreement  entered 
into  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lewis,  William  Grover  and 
the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  estate  was  to  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  divided,  according  to  the  arrangement  at  nisi 
prius.  And  at  the  same  time  the  rent  due  at  Michael- 
mas, 1861,  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Lewis,  as  was  alleged,  in  accordance  with  the  former  agree- 
ment, by  which  the  rent  was  to  be  divided  between  Mrs. 
Lewis  and  the  plaintiff. 

When  the  rent  for  Lady-day,  1862,  became  due,  how- 
ever, the  plaintiff  declined  to  pay  it,  and  a  distress  was  put 
in,  which  resulted  in  the  present  action. 

The  bailiffs  who  distrained  proved  that  the  plaintiff  saw 
that  the  authority  to  distrain  was  signed  by  the  defendants, 
Mrs.  Lewis  and  her  husband,  and  that  he  said,  on  the 
occasion  of  the  distress  in  March  last,  "  She  is  the  heir,  no 
doubt ;  1  know  I  must  pay  the  rent  to  her.**  And  Mrs. 
Lewis  proved  that,  in  March,  1861,  she  asked  him  whether 
he  wished  to  remain  tenant,  and  he  said  he  did  ;  and  was 
willing  to  remain  under  the  same  terms,  but  desired  to 
have  a  lease,  which  she  promised  him,  on  certain  condi- 
tions; and  afterwards,  on  the  30th  of  March,  1861,  there 


HOME  CIRCUIT.  269 

was  an  agreement  in  writing  for  a  lease,  which  turned  out,  1862. 
however,  to  be  unstamped,  and  moreover,  was  not  signed 
by  the  husband,  so  that  it  was  not  legally  valid.  There 
was  a  subsequent  agreement  in  April,  and  when  she  de- 
manded the  year's  rent  of  the  farm  from  the  death  of 
Howes  up  to  that  time,  he  said  he  would  not  pay  it  unless 
she  signed  the  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  she  signed  it 

She  had  paid  to  William  Grover,  the  plaintiflTs  father, 
his  proportion  of  the  rent  received,  according  to  the  agree- 
ment of  April,  1861  (which  she  acknowledged),  and  a  re- 
ceipt of  William  Grover's  "  one  fourth  share  of  the  rent  of 
the  farm,"  was  put  in. 

And  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  contended  that 
the  payments  of  rent  by  the  plaintiff  to  them  made  him 
their  tenant  and  estopped  them  from  disputing  their  title. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted  that  these  pay- 
ments were  made  in  accordance  with  the  agreements  to 
divide  the  rent  with  William  Grover,  and  that  the  effect 
was  to  make  the  plaintiff  tenant,  not  to  the  Lewises  alone, 
but  to  them  and  William  Grover  jointly,  whereas  they  had 
distrained  for  the  whole. 

Martin,  B.,  said,  taking  the  case  as  stated  by  the 
learned  counsel,  there  was  nothing  in  it,  except  an  error  in 
the  statement  of  the  tenancy,  which  he  would,  if  neces- 
sary, at  once  amend.  He  did  not  see  how  the  case  could 
substantially  be  altered,  as  regarded  the  present  action,  by 
the  case  they  had  stated. 

Evidence  was  then  offered  that  William  Grover,  the 
plaintiff's  father,  had  been  admitted  tenant  to  the  copy- 
hold part  of  the  property,  including  the  farm  now  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  he  had  agreed  to  lease  it  to  the  plaintiff. 

Shee,  Serjt,  objected  that  this  was  no  evidence  at  all 
of  Mr.  Grover's  title.  The  stewards  of  manors  would 
never  refuse  money,  and  would  admit  any  one  who  paid 
the  fee  and  claimed  to  be  entitled. 

VOL.  III.  u  p.p. 
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1882.  Maatix,  B.9  said  be  thought  the  erideflice  was  no  proof 

^^^^      of  William  Grover's  title,  and  the  plaintiff  could  have  no 
tu  better  than  his  father  had.     Therefore,  he  should  reject 

aod  Wife.     ^  eTideDce. 

Hawkins  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  rejection 
of  the  evidence. 

The  arrangement  at  Aylesbury  was  then  proved  as 
before  stated,  and  the  subsequent  agreements  above 
stated. 

On  tendering  the  first  of  the  agreements  which  Mrs. 
Lewis  had  signed  without  her  husband, 

Mabtin,  B.,  said  it  required  to  be  stamped. 

Hawkins  declined  to  stamp  it,  as  it  was  not  valid  as  an 
agreement. 

Mabtin,  B.,  said  it  purported  to  be  an  agreement,  and 
as  such  must  be  stamped,  and  as  it  was  unstamped  he 
should  reject  it 

Hawkins  thereupon  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
rejection  of  the  evidence. 

A  subsequent  agreement,  which  referred  to  and  con- 
firmed the  first,  was  then  tendered,  being  first  stamped, 
the  penalty  paid. 

The  other  agreement  was  then  again  tendered  as  part 
of,  and  embodied  in,  the  later  one ;  but  the  learned  Baron 
refused  to  receive  it  unless  duly  stamped  on  payment  of 
the  penalty. 

Hawkins  again  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
rejection  of  it. 

Martin,  B.,  said  he  thought  there  was  no  answer  to 
the  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  There  was  nothing 
to  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  the  payment  of  rent,  and  there 
was  evidence,  indeed,  that  Mrs.  Lewis  was  the  heir.  If 
there  was  any  question  for  the  jury,  it  was  whether  the 
rent  was  due  to  her  from  the  plaintiff  as  her  tenant,  he 
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having  paid  rent  to  her  again  and  again.    And  even  upon        1862. 
the  arrangement  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
she  was  entitled  to  her  share  of  the  rent.    The  case  was 
perfectly  dear. 

The  jury  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


Chelmsford,  coram  Martin,  B, 
REGINA  V.  HURRELL. 

ERJURY.    The  indictment  stated  that  certain  pro-  In  an  indict- 
ceedings  had  taken  place  before  Justices  of  the  Peace  jw^befoMT'^" 


Buex  Summer 
jissites. 


upon  a  certain  summons,  and  (setting  it  forth)  that  there- J""*®" ^^*^* 
fore  the  defendant  being  examined,  &c.  must  be  formal 

Two  persons,  one  named  Chamberlain,  the  other  Hur-  commence^ 
rell,  were  indicted  for  perjury,  the  former  before  the  Judge  pr^ecdir^  by 
of  the  Essex  County  Court  at  Colchester,  on  the  11th  of  production  of 

the  summons* 

December,  1861 ;  the  latter  before  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  information  or 
at  that  place,  on  the  6th  of  March  last.  **  ^''•* 

The  charges  arose  out  of  the  same  transaction. 

In  1858  there  was  an  action  tried  at  the  Assizes  here, 
in  which  the  prosecutor,  one  Hunter,  was  concerned ;  and 
the  prosecutor  Hunter  sent  Hurrell  with  some  money  to 
one  Nassau,  at  St.  Osyth,  on  the  22nd  of  July,  the  morn- 
ing of  the  trial,  to  pay  her  expenses  here  as  a  party,  and 
also  as  a  witness  in  the  cause. 

In  1861  it  came  to  the  prosecutor's  knowledge  that  the 
money  had  not  in  fact  been  paid  to  Nassau,  and  he  brought 
a  plaint  against  Hurrell  in  the  County  Court  to  recover  it; 
but  Hurrell  swore  positively  to  the  payment,  and  the  other 
prisoner,  Chamberlain,  confirmed  his  story,  swearing  that 
he  was  present  at  the  time. 

On  this  evidence  the  Judge  decided  against  the  then 
plaintiff,  the  now  prosecutor;  and  on  the  6th  of  March 

u2 
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1862.  last  Chamberlain  was  charged  with  perjury,  and  Hurrell 
gave  evidence  in  his  favour,  repealing  his  former  state- 
ment. On  the  evidence,  however,  it  appearing  that 
Chamberlain  had  been  at  Axminster  at  the  time,  the 
Magistrate  committed  him  for  trial,  and  he  was  indicted 
for  perjury  in  his  evidence  in  Hurrell's  favour  in  the 
County  Court,  and  Hurrell  for  his  evidence  in  Chamber- 
lain's favour  before  the  Magistrate. 
Hurrell's  case  was  taken  first. 

Pearce  for  the  prosecution. 

Croome  for  the  prisoner. 

It  turned  out  that  the  clerk  to  the  Justices  was  not 
present  to  produce  the  proceedings,  and  a  clerk  to  the 
attorney  engaged  in  the  case  was  called  to  prove  the 
original  depositions  taken  on  the  charge  against  Chamber- 
lain ;  and  then 

Pearce  proposed  to  put  them  in,  but  Croome  objected  ; 
and 

Martin,  B.,  having  elicited  that  the  charge  was  by 
summons,  said  that  the  summons  ought  to  be  produced,  or 
the  charge  properly  proved. 

The  prosecutor  was  then  called,  and  proved  that  a 
charge  of  perjury  was  made  against  Chamberlain  in  his 
presence. 

Pearce  said  the  heading  of  the  depositions  showed  what 
the  charge  was,  and  the  depositions  were  signed. 

Martin,  B.,  said  the  original  charge  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced. There  surely  would  be  some  charge-book  or  sum- 
mons which  would  be  the  basis  of  the  proceedings. 

The  attorney  for  Chamberlain  was  then  called,  and 
stated  that  he  had  attended  on  his  behalf,  and  saw  some 
duplicate  or  copy  of  the  summons,  which  he  had  now  in 
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his  possessioiii  and  which  he  was  now  called  on  to  pro-        1862. 
duce.    The  witness,  however,  as  he  had  it  from  his  client, 
submitted  that  he  was  not  to  be  called  upon  to  produce  it 
against  him. 

The  learned  Baron  said  the  present  charge  was  not 
against  Chamberlain,  but  Hurrell;  and  he  thought,  there- 
fore, that  the  witness  was  bound  to  produce  the  document. 

It  turned  out  that  this  summons,  however,  was  not  the 
one  on  which  the  charge  was  heard,  but  a  prior  one ;  and 

The  learned  Baron  said  this  would  not  do.  The  essence 
of  the  offence  of  perjury  was  false  swearing  in  a  judicial 
proceeding  on  a  material  matter.  The  basis  of  the  whole 
case,  therefore,  was  the  charge  or  summons  on  which  the 
case  before  the  magistrates  had  been  heard,  and  the  in- 
dictment necessarily  alleged  it.  Not  being  properly  proved 
and  produced  the  case  failed,  and  the  prisoner  must  be 
acquitted  for  defect  of  evidence. 

The  prisoner  was  accordingly  discharged. 

Chamberlain  was  then  placed  at  the  bar,  charged  with 
the  perjury  before  the  County  Court  Judge. 

The  proceedings  before  the  County  Court  Judge  were 
produced. 

Hurrell,  the  other  defendant,  who  had  just  been  dis- 
charged, was  called  and  examined  in  support  of  the  de- 
fence, and 

The  prisoner  was  acquitted. 
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1862 

^^  REGINA  V.  GREEN  and  BATES. 

j»tix€s.  J[  gg  prisoners  were  indicted  for  that  they  did  take  one 
under  d^UMii  Susannah  Robinson,  an  unmarried  girl,  being  under  the 
^^j^^^J^  age  of  sixteen  years,  out  of  the  possession  and  against  the 
by  herself  and   will  of  her  father. 

•educed  awaj, 

that  U  not «  Q^  Shaw  for  the  prosecution. 

taking  out  of  ^ 

J*  P^^fJJ""*        Ribton  and  Lloyd  for  the  prisoners. 

il^^^^^t       '^^  P"^'  ^®*  ""^^"^  fourteen,  and  lived  with  her  father, 

Elaceandtbe    a  fisherman  at  Southend.     On  the  23rd  of  June  last  the 
▼cf  with  him. 

prisoners  saw  her  in  the  streets  of  that  place,  by  herself, 

and  invited  her  to  go  with  them,  giving  her  drink  to  in- 
duce her,  which  made  her  dizzy  and  sick.  They  took  her 
to  a  lonely  house  which  was  undergoing  repair,  and  there 
Oreen  had  criminal  intercourse  with  her,  keeping  her  there 
all  night.  Next  morning  the  child  was  found  there  crying, 
and  this  charge  was  preferred. 
On  the  opening  of  the  case, 

Martin,  B.,  said  there  must  be  a  taking  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  father  (a).  Here  the  prisoners  picked  up  the 
girl  in  the  streets,  and,  for  anything  that  appeared,  they 
might  not  have  known  that  the  girl  had  a  father.  The 
essence  of  the  offence  was  taking  the  girl  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  father.  The  girl  was  not  taken  out  of  the 
possession  of  any  one  (a).    The  prisoners,  no  doubt,  had 

(a)  It  abould  seem  that  this  view  action  lies  by  a  guardian  for  taking 

of  the  statute,  the  words  of  which  a  minor  out  of  his  or  her  actual 

are,  **  takeout  qf the potseuion, and  custody  {Gilbert  v.  Schwenckf  14 

against  the  will  of  her  father,"  &c.,  M.  &  W.  488).      But   the  word 

Is  in  accordance  with  its  natural  used  in  the  statute  is  stronger  even 

construction  and  with  the  nearest  than  custody,  for  it  is  pottession, 

analogies  and  authorities.     Thus  which  is  the  strongest  term  that 

an  action  for  seduction  is  not  main-  could  be  used,  so  as  to  point  to  a 

tainable,  unless  the  girl  was  in  the  closer  and  stricter  sense  of  custody 

actual  service  of  and  living  with  the  than  might  satisfy  the  common  law 

plaintiff  at  the  time  {Grinnell  v.  requisites  of  an  action  by  the  guar- 

WeUi,  8  Sc.  N.  R.  741).    So  an  dian,  and  has  a  much  stronger  im- 
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done  a  very  immoral  act,  but  the  question  was  whether  l^^^* 
they  had  committed  an  illegal  act.  The  criminal  law 
ought  not  to  be  strained  to  meet  a  case  which  did  not 
come  within  it.  The  act  of  the  prisoners  was  scandalous, 
but  it  was  not  any  legal  offence.  He  had  told  the  grand 
jury  so,  and  advised  them  to  throw  out  the  bill.  He  should 
direct  the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoners. 

The  formal  verdict  of  not  guilty  was  then  taken,  and 

The  prisoners  were  discharged. 

port  than  the  word  charge,  which  is  "  take  out  of  the  possession, "  &c.  (  R. 

used  in  the  text-books.    Even  when  v.  Meadoujiy  1  C.  &  K.  399 ;  A.  v. 

the  girl  has  gone  to  the  man  out  of  Robins^  Ibid.  456).     And  if  the 

her  father's  house,  it  has  been  held  parent  let  the  girl  go  loosely  about, 

that  the  man  must  be  actually  pre-  the  $pirit  of  the  statute  is  not  aatis- 

aent,  actively  assisting,  so  as  to  fied  by  a  conviction  (R.  v.  Primelt, 

satisfy  the  words  of  the  statute,  Vol.  I.,  p.  50). 


REGINA  V.  WELSH.  ^„  5^,,^ 

^y.  AuiaBt, 

JL  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  maliciously  setting  fire  to  A  conversation 
a  stack  of  oats,  worth  100/.  prisonCT  and 

.  his  mother,  in 

Kemp  for  the  prosecution.  which  she 

made  a  state- 
Murphy  for  the  pnsoner.  ment  to  his 

prejudice, 

On  the  30th  of  March  last  the  fire  was  burning  at  half-  which  be  de. 
past  twelve  at  night,  and  at  ten  minutes  to  one  the  prisoner  ^^t  admissible 
was  found  near  to  it  lighting  his  pipe.     He  gave  certain  '°  ^^-^^^^^^^ 
accounts  which  were  proved  to  be  false,  as,  that  he  had 
seen  the  fire  from  his  bedroom  window  and  had  got  up  to 
see  it,  and  that  he  had  come  to  it  in  a  certain  direction. 
This  was  the  main  evidence  against  him.    It  was  attempted 
to  give  in  evidence  a  certain  conversation   between   the 
prisoner  and  his  mother ;  he  saying  to  her,  *^  You  know  I 
was  at  home ;"  and  she  saying,  '^  What's  the  use  of  denying 
it?" 
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Mtarphy  objected  to  the  evidence^  as  it  would  have  the 
effecty  ia  an  indirect  way,  of  giving  evidence  that  the  pri- 
soner was  not  at  home  on  the  night  in  question,  which 
ought  to  be  proved  by  calling  tlie  mother ;  and 

Martin,  B.,  thought  the  evidence  was  not  admissible ; 
for  what  was  said  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner  was  only 
admissible  against  him  when  admitted,  whereas  here  it 
was  denied  by  him  (a). 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Murphy  was  about  to  address  the  jury  for  the  defence, 
and  appealed  to  his  Lordship  whether  he  need  do  so,  upon 
which 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  case  for  a  conviction,  and  that  the  case  was  only 
one  of  suspicion.  He  therefore  directed  the  jury  to  acquit 
the  prisoner,  and,  accordingly. 

Verdict  not  guilty. 


(a)  What  the  pr'uoner  has  been 
overheard  to  say  to  another,  is 
equally  admissible  "(i.e.,  as  con- 
feasions  or  admissions)  though  it 
is  a  species  of  evidence  to  be  re- 
ceived with  much  caution"  (Roscoe, 
Crim.  £v.  138).  Here,  it  will  be 
observed,  the  evidence  is  put  as 
evidence  of  an  admission  btf  the  pri- 
soner. No  doubt,  statements  made 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
prisoner  are  sometimes  admissible, 
where  the  parties  who  made  the 
statements  cannot  be  called,  as  in 
the  case  of  statements  by  a  mur- 
dered person  or  the  like.    But  even 


the  statement  of  an  accomplice 
cannot  be  proved  against  the  pri- 
soner though  made  in  his  pretence 
and  hearing  (K.  v.  Appleby,  3 
Stark.  33).  And  here  it  was  at- 
tempted obviously  to  prove  the 
conversation,  for  the  sake  of  the 
woman's  statement,  not  of  the 
prisoner's  denial,  which  would  not 
be  regarded,  because  in  his  own  fa- 
vour ;  whereas  her  statement  would 
have  great  weight,  and  she  was  not 
to  be  called  as  a  witness,  though  in 
cross-examination  it  might  have 
been  shown  that  she  was  mistaken. 
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1862. 
Coram  Bramwell,  B.  v^*y-^^* 

HARRISON  V.  CANT. 

XhIS  was  an  action  of  debt.  **Auizet!^ 

There  were  two  pleas  denying  the  debt  and  alleging  l»«uc  not 
payment,   and   also  a  third    plea  of  a  composition   and  joined  on  a 
arrangement  under  the  new  Bankruptcy  Act.  Lfcndant  not 

The  defendant  had  demurred  to  the  latter  plea,  in  order  appearing,  the 

1  .11  1       1  A  J^T  ^^^  "*•" 

to  raise  the  question  whether,  under  the   new  Act,   an  charged  in 

arrangement  with  a  majority  of  a  man's  creditors  binds  ofa^summcnit 

those  who  dissent  from  it :  but  by  some  mistake  on  the  ^  •™enj»  »«>* 

*     ^  ^  §embU,  there 

Nisi  Prius  record  there  was  issue  taken  on  that  plea,  and  might  hare 

.  .  .  1     1  rm  .  !•      heenanaraend- 

there  was  no  issue  on  the  second  plea.    This  was  not  dis-  mem  at  once, 
covered  before  the  cause  was  called  on  and  the  jury  sworn 
(on  the  first  day  of  the  assizes),  when,  the  cause  being 
undefended,  and  no  one  appearing  for  the  defendant, 

The  learned  Baron,  having  observed  it,  pointed  it  out 
as  an  evident  mistake. 

Pearce,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  said  it  was  clearly 
a  mistake,  and  perhaps  the  learned  Judge  would  amend 
it;  but 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  doubted  if  he  could  amend, 
in  the  absence  of  the  defendant*  He  would  consult  bis 
brother  Martin  as  to  the  right  course  to  pursue. 

On  bis  return  into  Court, 

The  learned  Baron  said  his  brother  Martin  was  of 
opinion  that  the  proper  course  would  be  to  discharge  the 
jury,  as  there  was  no  complete  issue  to  try,  and  bring  it  on 
again  on  Thursday  (a).  In  the  meantime  there  might  be 
a  summons  to  amend. 

(a)  It  was  not  pointed  out,  that  before  notice  of  trial,  and  be  de- 

the  ianie  would  have  to  be  added  Uvered  to  the  defendant  before  or 

by  the  plaintiff,  and,  though  re-  with  such  notice;  yet  as  the  only 

gularly,  it  should  be  done  of  course  subitantial  reason  for  this  is,  that  if 
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This  course  was  accordingly  taken,  and,  on  the  sum- 
mons being  taken  out  and  not  attended,  the  issue  was 
amended,  and  the  cause  tried  as  undefended. 


the  traverse  Bhould  be  demurrable 
the  defendant  may,  at  his  option, 
■trike  it  out  and  demur,  where,  at 
ID  the  present  case,  there  could  onfy 
be  issue  taken,  so  that  a  demurrer 
would  be  idle ;  it  should  seem  that 
the  Judge  might  amend  (as  surely 
he  might  amend  a  mere  clerical 
error)  without  a  summons  to  show 
cause,  because  it  is  manifest  that 
no  cause  could  possibly  be  shown. 
The  plaintiff  of  course  could,  and  it 
is  to  be  assumed  would,  have  had  a 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

summons  to  amend  before  the  com- 
mission day,  if  he  had  observed  the 
oversight,  and  it  perhaps  is  to  be 
presumed  that  the  defendant  would 
have  done  ao,  as  he  ought  to  have 
done  so,  if  he  had  noticed  it,  for 
he  had  no  right  to  rely  on  a  mere 
clerical  error  and  be  in  wait  to 
take  advantage  of  it,  and  if  he  did 
not  observe  it,  he  is  as  much  in 
fault  as  the  plaintiff,  and,  in  either 
case,  really  loses  no  advantage  to 
which  he  is  fairly  entitled. 


Euex  Summer 
JstiteM. 

A  stamp  ob- 
jection may  be 
avoided  before 
the  document 
is  actually  put 
in  by  agreeing 
to  state  it  in  a 
special  case. 


WALTON  V.  BURTON. 

Action  on  a  covenant  for  good  title — that  a  certain 
estate  was  not  encumbered. 

Breach :  that  it  was  encumbered  by  a  lease  to  one  Pin- 
ner, under  which  he  was  entitled  to  compensation  when  he 
left,  for  fruit  trees  planted. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lush  and  Philbrick  for  the  defendant 

The  point  was,  whether  Pinner's  lease,  which  was  merely 
in  writing^  not  under  seal  (a),  bound  the  land  in  the  hands 
of  an  assignee.  A  question  was  raised  whether  Pinner's 
lease  ought  not  to  be  put  in  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  as  it  was  not  stampecl,  and  the  plaintiff  hesitated  to 
incur  the  expense  of  paying  the  penalty, 

Lush  thereupon  consulting  with  Shee^  Serjt,  the  latter 


(a)  As  to  which,  vide  Standen  v.  ChrUmas,  10  Q.  B.  Rep.  135. 
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consented  to  admit  that  the  lease  was  by  parol,  which 
would  raise  the  point  of  law  it  was  desired  to  have  deter- 
mined— viz.,  whether,  as  there  was  no  covenant  running 
with  the  land,  as  against  the  defendant  or  the  plaintiff,  as 
assignee  of  the  reversion,  there  was  any  real  encumbrance 
within  the  covenant ;  and,  as  it  was  also  necessary  to  have 
the  terms,  ultimately  it  was  settled  that  the  case  should  be 
reserved  for  the  Court  on  the  point  of  law,  by  special  case, 
not  by  motion  (a),  so  as  to  get  rid  of  the  necessity  of 
putting  in  the  document,  and  paying  the  penalty. 

Bhamwell,  B.,  observed,  that,  as  he  was  not  called 
upon  to  take  a  note  of  the  terms  of  the  lease,  he  did  not 
think  that  he  could  raise  any  objection  to  the  course  which 
was  taken  (i). 


(a)  I  f  the  terms  of  the  lease  were 
to  be  before  the  C/Ourt,  it  could  only 
be  by  special  case,  for  though  the 
fact  of  tenancy  can  be  taken  with- 
out putting  in  the  lease  or  agree- 
ment, the  Unmt  cannot. 

(h)  It  has  been  laid  down  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  more  than 
once,  in  the  reporter's  hearing,  that 


a  subject  has  a  right  to  evade  a 
stamp  duty  if  he  can.  And  tee 
Webber  v.  Mowbray,  Vol.  IL,  p. 
311,  as  to  documents  being  taken 
as  put  in,  which  would  require  a 
stamp;  as  to  which,  guare.  And 
see  per  Keating,  J.,  Oliver  v. 
Mortimer,  Vol  IL,  p.  127. 


dated.    Sed 
quart. 


KEY  ».   MATHIAS.  StsexSHmm^ 

fr\  AuizeM, 

JLHIS  was  an  action  on  a  cheque  for  100/.  on  the  Bank  An  action 
of  London,  given  by  the  defendant  to  one  Lacy,  and  by  "Si^e^os" 
him  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  denied  the  making  of  the  cheque,  and 
also  pleaded  that  it  was  made  for  the  accommodation  of 
Lacy,  and  without  consideration,  and  by  him  passed  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  way. 

Shet^  Serjt,,  and  Barnard  for  the  plaintiff. 

Parry^  Serjt,  and  Hannen  for  the  defendant. 
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lf«2.  ^  The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  on  the  30th  of  De- 

cember, 1861,  Lacy  had  borrowed  of  him  100/.,  and  given 
him  the  cheque  in  question  for  the  money.  The  plaintiff 
gave  his  cheque  (payable  to  **  cash"),  dated  the  30th  of 
December,  1861,  to  Lacy,  and  the  latter  gave  the  defend- 
ant's cheque  in  return,  dated  the  31st  of  December. 

It  was  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  cheque 
sued  upon  was  post-dated,  and  so  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence (a). 

The  learned  Baron  said  that  raised  first  a  collateral 
question  of  fact  for  him  to  decide,  whether  or  not  the 
cheque  was  post-dated,  for  if  so  it  could  not  be  put  in 
evidence  (ft). 

Evidence  was  then  given  to  show  that  the  defendant 
gave  his  cheque  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  plaintiff 
gave  his — viz.,  the  30th  of  December,  though  it  was  dated 
on  the  31st. 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  felt  bound  to  decide  that 
the  cheque  was  made  and  issued  on  the  30th  of  December, 
1861. 

Parry y  Serjt.,  then  submitted  that  it  was  not  admissible; 
a  cheque  was  a  bill  of  exchange  (c). 

Bramwell,  B. — That  is  so,  no  doubt,  and  has  been  so 
held,  and  on  that  ground  cheques  have  been  held  to  be 
within  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act  {d). 

(o)  See  Field  v.  Wood,  7  A.  &      post-dated  cheque  was  made  inad- 

E.  114,  as  to  tbis  objection  under  missible  in  evidence,  and  a  penalty 
tbe  old  law.     .  was  also  imposed.    Tbe  16  &  17 

(6)  Bartlett  v.  Smith,  11  M.  &  Vict.  c.  59,  repealed   the   former 

W.  483 ;  Dunrford  ▼.  Curlewis,  I  duties  on  drafts  or  orders,  but  not 

F.  &  F.  703,  where  so  held  by  the  Stamp  Acts ;  and  on  the  con- 
H ILL,  J.,  in  a  similar  case  under  the  trary ,  all  the  provisions,  regulations 
pretent  statutes.  and  penaltia  imposed  by  any  for- 

(c)  Vide  Eyre  v.  Waller,  29  L.J,,  mer  act,  are  expreuly  retained  and 
Ezch.  246,  citing  and  following  applied  to  the  new  duties  (s.  2). 
Rocifort  V.  Daniel,  1  F.  &  F.  602.  And  by  that  act  a  penny  duty  is 

(d)  By  31  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  s.  19,  a  imposed  on  a  draft  or  order  **pay 
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Parrt/y  Serjl.,  then  argued  that  a  cheque  post-dated  was 
in  effect  a  bill  payable  a  certain  time  after  date,  and  so 
required  a  bill  stamp. 

Brahwbll,  B.,  said  he  thought  the  question  depended 
on  the  express  enactments  on  the  subject.  There  had  been 
formerly  a  penalty  imposed  on  making  a  cheque  post-dated, 
so  thati  even  if  properly  stamped  as  a  bill,  it  would  be 
illegal*    But  was  that  so  now  ?  (a) 

Parry,  Serjt.,  submitted  that  under  the  new  Act,  17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  83,  a  post-dated  cheque  was  still  illegal ;  but  that, 
at  all  events,  the  cheque  required  a  shilling  stamp  as  a  bill 
for  lOOZ.  payable  a  day  after  date  (ft).  Otherwise  a  cheque 
might  be  dated  two  months  after  it  was  given. 


1862. 


abU  on  demand"  And  the  1 7  &  1 8 
Vict.  c.  83,  imposing  new  duties 
on  bills,  &c.  payable  otherwite  than 
on  demand,  in  like  manner  does 
not  repeal  any  former  aci,  and  ex- 
pressly retains  all  existing  pro- 
visions and  penalties.  It  should 
seem,  therefore,  that  the  old  law  is 
in  force  on  the  subject.  Even  if 
not,  however,  the  question  would 
remain,  whether  a  cheque  post- 
dated is  payable  on  demand, 
(a)  Semble,  it  is,  vide  supra, 
(6)  It  has  been  held,  in  error, 
that  a  bill  or  note  must  be  taken  as 
set  out,  according  to  its  legal  effect; 
and  of  course  its  legal  effect  must 
be  drawn  from  its  terms,  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument ;  Halstead 
V.  Skeiton,  5  Q.  B.  86 :  whence  of 
course  it  follows,  that  a  bill  or  note 
should  be  set  forth  according  to  its 
legal  efl*ect  (Beeman  v.  Duckf  11 
M.  &  W.  251);  and  that,  if  it  is 
not,  that  is  a  ground  of  nonsuit;  so 
that,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  if 
the  draft  is  not  in  legal  effect  pay- 
able on  deoiand,  then,  apart  from 


any  express  enactment,  the  plaintiff* 
could  not  recover.  As,  however, 
of  course  there  would  be  an  amend- 
ment but  for  the  stamp  law,  this 
resolves  itself  into  the  same  ques- 
tion as  the  stamp  objection,  and  is 
only  another  way  of  putting  it,  in 
order  the  better  to  sift  it.  Now, 
whether  a  post-dated  cheque  is 
really,  in  legal  effect,  payable  on 
demand,  of  course  resolves  itself 
into  this — whether  the  holder  could 
recover  on  it  as  against  the 
banker  on  the  day  on  which  it  is 
issued;  in  other  words,  whether 
the  banker  would  be  bound  to  pay 
it  on  that  day?  Now,  it  is  well 
established  that  bills,  &c.  are  to  be 
considered  primd  facie  as  having 
been  issued  on  the  day  when  they 
bear  date  {Roberts  v.  BetheU,  12 
C.  B.  778) ;  but  this  is  only  a  pre- 
sumption, and  is  rebutted  by  the 
actual  fact,  apparent  and  manifest, 
that  it  was  drawn  and  issued  before 
the  day  on  which  it  is  dated.  And 
although  it  has  been  always  held 
that  the  date  laid  is  not  material,  it 
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Brauwell,  B. — No  doubt  that  is  so,  and  that  weighs 
upon  my  mind.  And  my  brother  Btles,  in  his  work  on 
Biilsy  says^ — **  It  should  seem  that  a  cheque  may  now  be 
post-dated,  but  the  point  is  doubtful ;  for  a  cheque  posU 
dated  is  not  really  payable  on  demand."  The  point  appears 
one  of  great  doubt  and  difEculty,  but,  on  the  whole,  I  think 
the  cheque  is  admissible. 

Parry,  Serjt.,  offered  to  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions ;  but 

The  learned  Judge  thought  that,  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act  (a),  a  bill  of  exceptions  could  not  be 
tendered ;  the  ruling  was  that  the  document  had  the  proper 
stamp  (b). 


has  never  been  otherwise  held  than 
that  the  real  date  is  material,  at  all 
ereots,  when  payable  after  date.  Is 
the  effect,  then,  of  the  instrument, 
*^at  any  time  after  this  is  issued,  pay 
on  demand,"  or,  **  at  any  time  after 
the  date,  pay  on  demand?"  As 
between  the  drawer  and  payee,  an 
understanding  or  agreement  not  to 
present  it  until  its  date  would  cer- 
tainly not  contradict  the  terms  of 
the  instrument,  so  that  it  might 
posdbly  be  a  defence  to  an  action 
commenced  before  the  date.  But 
that  would  be  inter  m  ;  and,  as  re- 
gards the  banker,  who  is  bound  by 
the  legal  effect  of  the  instrament  on 
the  face  of  it,  is  only  one  step  to- 
wards a  solution  of  the  question  ; 
unless,  indeed,  the  very  fact  of  the 
cheque  being  post-dated  is  to  be 
taken  as  notice  to  the  banker  not 
to  pay  until  the  date,  or  as  evidence 
and  notice  of  an  agreement  with 
the  holder  to  that  effect.  There 
might  be,  and,  it  is  believed,  often 
is,  a  real  reason  for  post-dating  the 
cheque,  well  understood  by  all 
paiiies,  viz.,  that  the  drawer  will 
not  have  fonds  to  meet  the  cheque 


until  the  date.  And  that  suggests 
another  mode  of  testing  or  putting 
the  question — would  the  cheque 
be  deemed  dishonoured  by  an 
answer  of  "  no  efiects"  before  the 
date?  That,  however,  is  perhaps 
only  another  way  of  putting  the 
question.  By  the  ancient  laws 
of  deeds,  the  day  on  which  the 
deed  is  delivered  is  the  true  date ; 
but  the  present  question,  it  is 
conceived,  depends  on  the  custom 
of  bankers,  which,  like  the  cus- 
tom of  merchants,  is  part  of  the 
general  law  of  the  land  (  Brandao  v. 
Bamett,  12  CI.  &  F.  787;  3  C.  B. 
Rep.  319).  And  it  is  believed,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  that  bankers  do  re- 
quire a  date  to  a  cheque,  and  deem 
it  material,  as,  for  many  reasons,  it 
really  is.  It  is  also  believed  that 
they  would  not  pay  a  cheque  be- 
fore its  date;  but  as  that  might 
arise  from  its  illegality,  under  the 
old  statute,  (not  repealed,)  it  per- 
haps does  not  conclude  the  question 
as  to  the  custom,  apart  ^m  the 
statute. 

(a)  1854,  s.  31. 

(6)  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  2. 
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It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff's  cheque  had  been  paid,        1862. 
but  it  was  not  proved  that  it  was  paid  to  Lacy,  and  it  was 
drawn  as  above  mentioned,  payable  to  ''cash,"  and  the 
defendant  swore  he  had  not  had  any  value  for  his  cheque. 

Parryy  Serjt.,  insisted  that  there  was  no  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff's  money  had  been  paid  to  Lacy. 

Shee^  Serjt,  in  reply,  urged  that  to  sustain  the  defence 
it  must  be  proved  that  the  plaintiff  gave  no  value  for  the 
cheque,  as  well  as  that  the  defendant  got  nothing  for  it 

Bramwell,  B.,  recalled  the  banker's  clerk,  and  elicited 
that  it  was  usual  to  make  cheques  payable  to  ''  cash"  when 
it  was  wished  that  they  should  be  paid  at  the  counter,  and 
not  go  through  the  clearing-house,  and  afterwards,  in  sum- 
ming up,  said  he  had  been  looking  into  the  stamp  laws, 
and  believed  that  his  ruling  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
post-dated  cheque  was  right  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff* 
(a)  Sed  vide  Oliver  ?.  Mortimer,  Vol.  II.,  p.  127,  contri. 


CARRINGTON  v.   MAY.  Euex  Summer 

JLHIS  was  an  action  for  the  seduction  of  the  plaintiff's  An  agreement 
daughter,  whereby  she  became  with  child,  &c.  ^  montWy  ^ 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  agreed  to  pay  3/.,  f^"^^^''""*" 
and  also  pay  the  plaintiff  2«.  Qd.  a  week  for  the  support  of  whole  to  20/., 
the  child  until  thirteen  years  of  age,  and  that  this  agree-  sump  on  that 
ment  was  taken  in  satisfaction  (6).     Issue.  wheSier^ona' 

•w-r      t  •  \   •¥%  r       1         1   •     .  /T*  P^®*  alleging 

Hawkins  and  Fearce  for  the  plamtin.  that  an  agree- 

w^ent  has  been 

Shee^  Serjt.,  and  Pkilbrick  for  the  defendant.  accepted  in 

satisfaction,  it 
is  any  objec* 
{h)  Evane  v.  Poinu,  1  Ezch.  Rep.  601.  tion  that  the 

agreement  is 

within  the  6th  section  of  the  Sutute  of  Frauds,  so  that  no  action  could  be  brought  upon  itt 

or,  the  case  being  one  of  tort,  that  the  defendant  was  an  if\fant  t 


Mat. 
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1862.  The  defendant  was  a  minor^  and  on  the  23rd  of  May, 

v^^-^^       1861,  when  the  child  was  five  months  old,  a  friend  of  his, 
Carrinoton 

V.  named  Betts,  paid  the  plaintiff  on  his  part  3/.,  and  the 

plaintiff  signed  the  following  document: — 

''  Received  of  Mr.  Betts  the  sum  of  3/.,  for  five  months 

at  85.  per  month,  and   1/.  for  expenses;  and  I  hereby 

undertake  to  execute  an  agreement  as  soon  as  the  same 

can  be  prepared,  the  object  of  such  agreement  being  that 

I  am  'to  receive  the  sum  of  2s.  a  week  for  my  daughter's 

child  until  he  shall  attain  the  age  of  thirteen  years." 

On  this  being  produced,  it  turned  out  to  be  unstamped. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  submitted  that 

the  agreement  did  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  it  to  be  of 

the  value  of  5/.,  for  the  child  might  die  next  day  (a). 

The  learned  Baron  said  that  could  hardly  be  deemed  a 
sufficient  answer.  He  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the 
agreement  was  of  the  value  of  20/.  and  more,  and  should 
certainly  be  stamped. 

The  agreement  was  then  stamped  with  a  25.  6d.  stamp, 
and  10/.  penalty  was  paid,  with  the  fee  of  1/. 

When  the  above  document  was  given  there  was  a  diffi- 
culty as  to  how  it  could  be  carried  out,  as  the  defendant 
was  an  infant,  and  his  father  did  not  seem  to  have  been 
disposed  to  become  bound  under  it.  The  agreement  was 
not  carried  out.  The  agreed  allowance  was  not  paid,  and 
there  was  an  affiliation  order  for  the  payment  of  2s.  6d. 
a  week.  The  money  was  not  regularly  paid,  and  the  pre- 
sent action  was  brought. 

When  the  defendant's  case  was  proved, 

Hawkins^  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  objected — 1st, 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  he  had  accepted  the  pro- 
mise in  satisfaction;  2ndly,  that  the  agreement (6)   was 

(a)  Vide  Souch  ▼.  Stratobrulge,  2  alleged  that  possession  had  actu- 

C.  B.  808.  ally  been  taken  under  the  agree- 

(6)  In  Lavery  ▼.  Turley,  30  L.  ment  and  accepted  in  satisfaction, 

J.,  Ezch.  48,  a  similar  objection  and  the   court    decided    on    that 

was  overmled,  but  there  the  plea  ground ;  the  ooDtract  having  been 


May. 
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within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  it  was  one  which  could         1862. 

not  be  performed  within  a  year,  and  so  it  required  to  be  „ 

•^  J       ^  T  Carrington 

signed  by  "  the  party  to  be  charged,"  i.  e.,  by  the  defend-  ». 

ant,  who  had  not,  however,  been  a  party  to  it;  3rdl^,  that 
even  if  he  had  been,  it  would  not  bind  him,  as  he  was  an 
infant;  and  so  the  alleged  agreement  was  of  no  legal 
validity  or  value,  and  the  alleged  acceptance  of  it  in  satis- 
faction was  invalid. 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  was  disposed  to  think  that 
one,  if  not  more,  of  these  objections  was  valid ;  but  he 
thought  the  case  one  for  arrangement. 

Thereupon  the  parties  and  their  counsel  conferred,  and 
the  result  was  an  arrangement. 

executed.     Here  it  was  the  agrtt-  grounded  on  the  infancy  of  defend- 

ment  which  was  alleged  to  have  ant;  viz.,  tliat  it  could  not  be  1e- 

been  taken  in  satisfaction,  which  gaily  enforced.      But,   as  a  man 

was  of  no  legal  value  if  not  valid,  might  choose,  knowing  this,  and 

That  case,  like  this,  was  within  the  relying  on  moral  obligation,  to  ac- 

4tb  section ;    which  provides  that  cept  it  in  satisfaction,  quare  whe- 

*'  no  action  shall  be  brought*'  on  ther  the  objection  was  vah'd.     And 

the  agreement,   which  makes  the  an  infant  is  liable  for  torts, 
objection  the  same  in  effect  as  that 

MaidstonCf  coram  Bramwellj  B. 
REGINA  V.  CROUCHER.  ^  su^ 

fTl  AsHzeM, 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  a  rape  on  a  young  girl.       The  depoeition 
Biron  for  the  prosecution.  wom^n  Slowed 

T>«t^       r      ai-         •  -  to  be  read  on 

Ribton  for  the  prisoner.  the  trial  of  a 

The  prosecutrix  and  the  prisoner  were  both  in  the  service  ^7he  evidence 
of  the  same  person,  a  farmer  in  this  county,  and  one  /^•'Jh'^  ^"'^'"d*^ 
evening,  the  prosecutrix  having  been  out,  the  prisoner  met  caJ  evidence) 

1  y  1  •  I  •       1    1         /Y.  *hat  she  was, 

her,  and,  according  to  her  evidence,  committed  the  offence,  from  preg- 
Slight  screams  were  heard  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  but  ^'ttYvelL'***'^* 
not  such  as  to  attract  much  notice,  and  the  girl  on  her 

TOL.  III.  X  F.F. 
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1862.  return  home  made  no  complaint  to  her  mistress^  and  next 
morning  made  the  prisoner's  breakfast  as  usual.  After- 
wardsy  however,  her  mistress  taxing  her  with  her  clothes 
being  dirty,  and  pressing  inquiries  on  the  subject,  she 
made  for  the  first  time  the  present  charge. 

The  girl's  mistress  did  not  appear,  but  her  husband 
stated  on  oath  that  she  was  pregnant,  and  unable  to  attend. 
On  cross-examination,  it  was  elicited  that  he  was  unable 
to  state  how  far  advanced  she  was,  and  it  also  came  out 
that  she  was  about  the  house  attending  to  her  household 
duties  as  usual,  and  had  prepared  breakfast  for  him  that 
very  morning  as  usual,  and  had  not  yet  been  confined  to 
bed.  He,  however,  stated  that  a  fortnight  ago  he  had 
driven  her  to  Maidstone,  and  that  she  had  suffered  some- 
what in  consequence. 

Upon  this  evidence  it  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  to  put  in  her  deposition. 

RibtoHy  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  objected  that  the 
deposition  was  not  admissible  under  the  statute  allowing 
such  a  course  where  the  witness  was  unable  to  travel,  there 
being  no  sufficient  proof  that  she  was  so  unable,  especially 
as  no  medical  man  had  been  examined. 

Biron,  on  the  other  hand,  urged  that  the  fact  of  preg- 
nancy, and  the  fact  of  the  positive  injury  which  had 
actually  arisen  from  an  attempt  to  travel,  were  sufficient 
without  further  evidence. 

The  learned  Baron,  after  some  consideration,  said  he 
should  allow  the  deposition  to  be  read ;  but  at  the  same 
time  intimated  that  he  should,  if  the  prisoner  were  con- 
victed, probably  reserve  the  point  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  for  Reserved  Crown  Cases. 

The  prisoner,  however,  was  acquitted  (a). 

(a)  So  the  point  cannot  come  mentioned,  as  one  of  great  import- 
before  the  Court  above,  and  it  is      ance  in  the  administration  of  cri- 
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minal  justice.  It  is  conceived  that 
the  learned  Judge  was  clearly  right 
in  admitting  the  evidence,  for  the 
words  of  the  statute  are  *'  so  ill  as 
not  to  be  able  to  travel;"  and  this 
has  been  held  to  apply,  where  a 
woman  was  "ill"  only  from  in- 
firmity,  and  no  medical  evidence 
appears  to  have  been  required ;  R. 
V.  Clements,  C.  C,  20  L.  J.,  M.  C. 


1 93.  And  it  is  manifest  that,  as  in 
the  cases  of  infirmity  from  age  or 
pregnancy,  a  person  may  be  obvi- 
ously so  ill  as  to  be  unable  to  **  tra- 
vel ;"  as  where  a  person  is  bed- 
ridden, or  has  lately  broken  a  legi 
&c.  And  here  there  was  sl  Jact 
stated,  which  supplied  the  lack  of 
medical  evidence,  even  were  it 
otherwise  wanted. 


1862. 


IIeqika 

9. 

Croucher. 


REGINA  V.  HORSEY. 

JxLURDER.    The  indictment  laying  it  of  a  person 
known. 


un- 


Biron  for  the  prosecution. 

The  prisoner  was  undefended. 

The  prisoner  had  wilfully  set  fire  to  a  stack  of  straw  in 
an  inclosure,  in  which  also  was  an  out-house  or  barn,  but 
not  adjoining  to  any  dwelling-house.  While  the  fire  was 
yet  burning,  the  prisoner  was  seized  on  the  spot,  and  the 
deceased  was  seen  and  heard  to  shriek  in  the  flames,  and 
bis  body  was  afterwards  found  in  the  inclosure.  It  did 
not  very  clearly  appear  whether  he  had  been  in  the  out- 
house, or  merely  lying  on  or  by  the  side  of  the  stack. 
There  was  no  evidence,  however,  who  he  was,  and  from 
this,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  he  was  unable  to  get  out, 
it  should  seem  that  he  was  in  the  barn,  and  that  he  had 
been  a  tramp  or  beggar  asleep  when  the  fire  was  kindled. 
There  was  no  evidence  how  or  when  he  came  there,  nor 
any  evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  any  idea  that  any  one 
was,  or  was  likely  to  be,  there.  On  the  contrary,  it  rather 
appeared  that  he  was  shocked  and  surprised  to  find  that 
any  one  was  in  the  flames,  and,  when  he  saw  and  heard 
the  deceased,  wanted  to  save  him.  It  did  not  exactly 
appear  how  long  the  fire  had  been  kindled  before  it  was 

x2 


Kent  Summer 
Assize*. 

Where  a  pri- 
soner indicted 
for  murder  had 
wilfully  set  fire 
to  a  stack  of 
straw,  close  to 
an  outhouse  or 
barn,  in  an  in> 
closure  not  ad- 
joining to  a 
dwelling- 
house,  and  the 
deceased  had 
been  burnt  to 
death,  either  in 
the  out- house 
or  on  or  by  the 
side  of  the 
suck  :^Held, 
that  the  pri- 
soner was  not 
guilty  of  mur- 
der, unless  the 
deceased  was 
there  when  he 
set  fire  to  the 
stack;  and 
qtuere,  whether 
he  would  have 
been  so  even 
had  the  man 
been  there  at 
the  time,  he 
not  knowing 
nor  having  any 
reason  to  be- 
lieve or  sup- 
pose that  any- 
one was  there. 
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discovered^   but  very   soon   after  it   was   discovered   the 
deceased  was  seen  and  heard  in  the  flames. 

The  prisoner  had  already  been  convicted  of  the  arson. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Bramwell^  B.,  told  the  jury  that  the  law  laid  down  was, 
that  where  a  prisoner,  in  the  course  of  committing  a  felony, 
caused  the  death  of  a  human  being,  that  was  murder,  even 
though  he  did  not  intend  it  (a).    And  though  (he  said)  that 


(a)  The  law  is,  certainly,  so  laid 
down  in  the  text-books  (Ros.  Crim. 
Ev.  438);  but  nevertheless,  it  is 
conceived,  too  largely ;  and  all  the 
authorities,  except  one  mere  opi- 
nion of  a  text-writer,  limit  it  to 
cases  where  the  act  done  was  of  a 
homicidal  character;  or  one  of 
which  the  natural  probable  result 
would  be  the  death  of  a  human 
being.  It  should  seem  to  be  a 
clear  general  principle,  that  there 
cannot  be  murder  without  an  in- 
tent, particular  or  general,  to  kill ; 
and  though  the  general  intent  may 
be  inferred  from  that  degree  of  reck- 
lessness of  human  life  which  implies 
malice  in  law,  that  requires  a  con- 
sciousness that  the  natural  and  pro- 
bable result  of  the  act  will  be  to  cause 
the  death  of  a  human  being.  Thus 
it  is  laid  down,  that  if  a  man,  knou>' 
ing  that  people  are  passing,  shoots, 
with  intent  to  do  hurt,  this  is 
murder  (Hale,  PI.  Cro.  474); 
though  of  course  that  intent  might 
be  inferred  from  the  knowledge. 
And  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the 
chapter  of  involuntary  homicide. 
Hale  does  not  lay  down  any  such 
proposition,  as  that  killing,  in  the 
course  of  a  felony,  though  without 
any  intent,  is  murder.  And,  on  the 
contrary,  he  lays  it  down  that  if  A. 
shoot  to  kill  the  poultry  of  B.,  and 


kill  a  bystander,  it  is  not  murder, 
because  he  did  it  not  maliciously, 
or  with  an  intent  to  hurt  the  by- 
stander. And  the  only  autho- 
rity in  support  of  the  proposition 
above  stated,  is  the  passage  in 
Foster:  "U  a  man  shoot  at  ano- 
ther's poultry  with  intent  to  steal 
them,  and  by  accident  kill  a  man, 
it  is  murder,"  which  seems  a  sort  of 
rider  on  Hale's  proposition,  and  to 
imply  that  the  man  killed  was 
a  bystander ;  and  has  not  his  au- 
thority, nor  that  of  any  decision. 
All  that  is  laid  down  by  Hale  as 
to  homicide  in  the  course  of  felony 
being  nmrder,  is  to  be  found  in 
other  chapters,  which  treat  of  vo- 
luntary  acts  of  the  prisoner,  such  as 
blows,  or  shots,  directed  against  the 
deceased  or  other  person,  and  which 
were  or  might  naturally  be  homi- 
cidal ;  as,  where  a  burglar  or  robber, 
resisted,  strikes  and  causes  death 
without  any  intention  to  kill,  or,  per- 
haps, one  should  rather  say,  without 
any  enidenceo^dJi  intent  to  kill,  other 
than  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  was 
in  the  course  of  commission  of  a  fe- 
lony with  violence^  and  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  intend  the  natural  result 
of  a  struggle  in  such  a  case,  viz.,  to 
succeed  by  means  of  killing,  if  not 
otherwise.  And  the  origin  of  the 
rule,  that  homicide,  in  the  course 
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may  appear  unreasonable,  yet,  as  it  is  laid  down  as  law, 
it  is  our  duty  lo  act  upon  it.     The  law,  however,  is,  that 


1862. 


of  commission  of  a  felony,  is  mur- 
der, would  seem  to  be  that  other 
well-known  rule  of  law,  that  a  man 
may  resist  a  felony  attempted  with 
violence  to  the  person,  even  to  the 
point  of  killing  the  malefactor; 
whereas  it  is  otherwise,  of  a  mere 
trespass  or  misdemeanor,  as  an  or- 
dinary assault,  which  only,  at  the 
utmost,  reduces  homicide  to  man- 
slaughter. This  class  of  cases,  it 
will  be  seen,  have  a  double  bearing ; 
both  as  showing  where  killing  the 
malefactor  is  excused,  and  where 
killing  by  the  malefactor  is  murder; 
and  therefore  it  is,  in  both  points 
of  view,  they  are  treated  of  in  Hale, 
and  other  approved  text> writers; 
and  it  is  laid  down  that,  in  such 
cases,  the  killing  by  the  malefactor, 
even  by  a  casual  shot  or  blow  with- 
'  out  any  other  evidence  of  malice  or 
intent  to  kill  than  the  nature  and 
origin  of  the  struggle,  is  murder. 
But  in  such  cases  that  alone  is  evi- 
dence of  such  intent,  especially 
coupled  with  the  use  of  a  deadly 
weapon,  or  any  weapon  which 
naturally  may  be  deadly — as  a  thick 
stick  or  club ;  for,  the  law  being 
that  the  malefactor  may  be  killed 
in  the  struggle,  it  is  natural  to  infer 
that  he  means  to  kill,  if  he  cannot 
otherwise  succeed.  And  that  is 
quite  a  tufiicient  intent  to  make  the 
crime  of  murder.  And  hence,  in 
such  cases,  the  rule  alluded  to 
would  be  good  law,  and  might  very 
easily  and  naturally  be  supposed  to 
extend  to  all  cases  of  homicide 
caused  in  the  course  of  commission 
of  a  felony.  But,  in  those  cases, 
the  act  of  the  prisoner  was  the  na- 


tural consequence  of  his  original 
felony,  and  such  as  he  must  be  sup- 
posed to  have  in  his  mind;  and 
moreover  was  homicidal  in  its  na- 
ture, and  such  as  might  naturally 
cause  death  ;  and  thatj  also,  for  the 
reasons  already  stated,  must  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  in  his  mind. 
It  is  far  otherwise  where,  as  here, 
the  original  act  of  felony  is  not  ho- 
micidal in  its  nature,  nor  has  any 
natural  tendency  to  cause  death, 
and  the  death  is  a  purely  accidental 
result.  It  would  not  be  so  in  the 
case  of  setting  fire  to  a  dwelling- 
house,  where  persons  must  or  might 
be  supposed  to  be  sleeping.  That 
would  be  like  the  case  of  firing  on 
a  highway,  where  people  are  pass- 
ing; though  even  there,  the  pri- 
soner's knowledge  of  that  would  be 
necessary,  and  would  only  be  ewj- 
dence  of  maWce, 

And  on  an  indictment  for  murder 
by  setting  fire  to  a  dwelling-house, 
it  is  conceived  it  might  be  shown  by 
the  prisoner  that,  for  some  reason,  he 
had  ground  to  believe  or  suppose 
that  no  one  was  in  the  house,  and 
that  any  one  being  there  was  a 
mere  accident.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  submitted  that  it  would  be  no 
answer,  in  the  case  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  that  no  one  was  in  the  house 
at  the  time  of  the  prisoner's  act  of 
firing ;  for  he  must  have  supposed 
that  persons  would  be  there ;  and 
though,  under  the  statute,  on  an 
indictment  for  setting  fire  to  a 
house,  some  one  being  there  (death 
not  ensuing),  it  is  essential  to  prove 
that  the  person  was  in  the  house  at 
the  time   it    was   fired   {Rfg.  v. 
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a  man  is  not  answerable  except  for  the  natural  and  pro- 
bable result  of  his  own  act ;   and  therefore,  if  you  should 

and  brutality,  having  regard  to  the 
age  of  the  female,  or  the  number  of 
men  committing  the  act,  or  other 
circumstances,  as  showed  that  ma- 
lign mind,  that  recklessness  of  life, 
which  is  essential,  it  is  conceived,  to 
constitute  the  crime  of  murder  in 
the  absence  of  any  particular  or 
actual  intent  to  kill,  and  that  death 
caused  accidentally,  in  the  ordinary 
act  of  rape,  would  not  be  murder. 
Even  if  it  were,  however,  it  is  mani- 
fest that  such  a  case  very  widely 
differs  from  the  present,  as  there 
would  be  a  direct  act  of  felonious 
violence  to  the  person  of  the  de- 
ceased ;  whereas,  in  such  a  case  as 
the  present,  the  posti6(7<7y  of  injury 
to  any  human  being  never  occurred 
to  the  prisoner's  mind,  'llie  case 
might  be  different  if  the  bam  or 
out-house  had  been  parcel  of  a 
dwelling-house,  or  adjoining  thereto 
(Hale,  1,  567),  provided  it  were 
neaf  enough  for  flames  to  catch, 
for  that  would  be  arson  at  common 
law;  but  there  was  no  evidence 
that  such  was  the  case  in  the  pre- 
sent instance ;  and  the  extension  of 
the  doctrine  of  constructive  murder 
to  statutable  felonies  would  be  still 
more  questionable  than  its  applica- 
tion to  a  common-law  felony,  only 
remotely  likely  to  affect  human 
life.  The  tendency  of  modem  de- 
cisions is,  rather  to  narrow  than 
extend  the  doctrine  of  consbructive 
murder.  And  hence,  in  a  recent 
case,  it  was  laid  down  that,  to 
make  one  burglar  guilty  of  a  mur- 
der committed  by  the  hand  of  ano- 
ther— he  not  bein^  himself  present 
at  the  very   act— it  must  appear 


Fletcher,  2  C.  &  K.  215),  because 
that  is,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
made  the  essence  of  the  offence, 
and  the  intent  to  kill  is  no  part  of 
it;  nor  even  the  knowletlge  that 
any  one  was  in  the  house :  it  is 
quite  otherwise  at  common  law, 
where,  it  is  conceived,  there  must 
be  a  knowledge  that  the  natural 
and  probable  result  of  the  act  will 
be  to  cause  the  death  of  a  human 
being.  And  it  is  submitted  that, 
in  such  a  case  as  this,  if  no  one 
could  reasonably  suppose  a  man 
would  be  sleeping  on  the  stack  or 
out-house,  there  would  be  no  mur- 
der. If  the  proposition,  as  above 
stated,  were  law,  the  Judges  could 
not  have  hesitated  as  they  did 
in  Ladd't  CaUf  in  Leach,  and 
avoided  deciding  that  death,  caused 
by  the  act  of  rape,  was  murder; 
and  it  may  be  noted  in  passing, 
that  in  a  very  recent  case,  which 
will  be  long  known  as  the  Fording- 
bridge  CaUt  where  the  prisoner  was 
convicted  of  murder  for  causing 
the  death  of  a  woman  in  the  course 
of  committing  a  rape,  there  was 
evidence  of  dittinct  acts  of  a  homi- 
cidal character,  by  strangulation 
and  immersion  in  water,  quite  apart 
from  the  mere  act  of  rape ;  so  that 
the  point  reserved,  and  not  decided 
in  Ladd's  Ca$e,  did  not  arise ;  and 
the  case  did  not  at  all  rest  upon  or 
involve  the  proposition  now  in 
question.  Even,  however,  if  homi- 
cide, caused  by  the  mere  act  of  rape, 
be  murder,  as  probably  it  might  be, 
it  could  only  be  so,  it  is  conceived, 
on  the  ground  of  the  act  having 
been  committed  with  such  violence 
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not  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased  was  in  the  barn  or 
inclosure  at  the  time  the  prisoner  set  fire  to  the  stack,  but 
came  in  adterwards,  then,  as  his  own  act  intervened  between 
the  death  and  the  act  of  the  prisoner,  his  death  could  not 
be  the  natural  result  of  the  prisoner's  act  (a).  And  in  that 
view  he  ought  to  be  acquitted  on  the  present  charge. 

Verdict,  not  guilty  (b). 


1862. 


that  both  went  with  a  common  de- 
sign to  use  violence,  and  with  wea- 
pons for  that  purpose;  Rfg,  v. 
Frans,  Vol.  II.,  p.  580.  More- 
over, it  is  a  general  principle,  that 
a  man  is  not  liable,  even  civiliter, 
except  for  the  natural  and  probable 
consequences  of  his  tortious  act; 
and  what  is  a  natural  and  probable 
result  depends  on  the  nature  of  the 
act,  and  not  upon  its  being  felo- 
nious, and  is  what  would  have  ap- 
peared to  the  prisoner  its  natural 
and  probable  result  These  obser- 
vations are  submitted  with  the  more 
confidence,  because  the  learned 
Judge  evidently  deemed  the  law 
laid  down  as  unreasonable  (and 
that  which  to  a  lawyer  is  unreason- 
able may  be  supposed  not  to  be 
good  law) ;  and,  if  the  prisoner  had 
been  convicted,  would  doubtless 
bave  reserved  the  point. 

(a)  Quare,  whether  this  un- 
doubted principle  does  not  go  much 
further  in  such  a  case,  and  exclude 
the  idea  of  murder,  even  though 
the  deceased  toere  there  at  the 
time?  Is  not  the  natural  and  pro- 
bable result  such  as  to  the  pri- 
soner must  appear  to  be  so  ? 

This  distinction  had  been  already 


applied  to  the  statutable  felony  of 
firing  a  house,  a  person  being 
within  the  house  at  the  time  (vide 
Reg.  V.  Fletcher,  2  C.  &  K.  215); 
but  qtuere,  whether  it  applies  to  the 
common-law  felony  of  murder  by 
means  of  arson?  It  seems  that 
the  question  is  what  the  prisoner 
must  have  contemplated,  or  must 
be  presumed  to  have  intended,yrom 
what  he  knew  or  supposed  to  be  the 
fact,  whether  it  were  so  or  not. 

(6)  In  sentencing  the  prisoner 
for  the  arson,  the  learned  Judge 
said  he  should  make  no  difference 
in  the  sentence  on  account  of  the 
death  of  which  his  act  had  been 
unhappily,  though  unintentionally, 
the  cause.  This  and  the  remarks 
of  the  learned  Judge  as  to  the  ap- 
parent unreasonableness  of  the  law 
as  laid  down  would  appear  to  imply 
that  he  thought  there  was  no  real 
or  moral  guilt  of  murder.  And 
this,  it  is  conceived,  supports  the 
argument  submitted  to  show  that 
the  law  so  laid  down  is  wrong,  and 
that  there  cannot  be  the  legal  crime 
of  murder  where  there  is  not  the 
moral  guilt  of  the  crime.  See  per 
Pollock,  C.  B,,  Midland  Circuit 
Cases,  po%t. 
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Coram  Martin^  B. 
Kent  Summer  LORD  NORBURY  V.  KITCHIN. 

Where  one  ri-  JJECLARATION,  in  divers  counts,  that  the  plaintiff 
prietor  had  by  was  entitled  to  the  flow  of  a  certain  watercourse,  and  that 
waTrlhw*        ^^^  defendant  had  diverted,  stopped  and  fouled  it. 

raised  and  di-        Pleas  {inter  alia)  :   I .  Not  guilty, 
▼erted  from 


the  premises  of      2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  flow  of  the 

an 

t 


^^:!Zt    stream  as  alleged. 

KiOthpartof       3^  4^  Justifications,  under  alleged  prescriptive  rights,  in 


a  stream:-—      the  defendant  to  use  the  water  for  agricultural,  culinary, 
was  for  the        domestic  and  other  necessary  purposes,  and  also  to  divert 
helad**Sierebv  '^  ^^^  cleanse  and  scour  it.     Issue,  and  new  assignment. 
Lthw  an  ""*  ^^      Bovill,  Lush  and  Honyman  for  the  plaintiff, 
t^il^injui^*"        ^A««»  Serjt.,  Hawkins  and  J.  P.  Murphy  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

The  stream  in  question  was  a  natural  stream,  which 
rose  on  a  farm  of  the  defendant,  adjoining  the  park  of  the 
plaintiff.  From  the  farm  it  flowed  down  into  the  park, 
through  a  pond  on  the  farm,  just  outside  the  park,  called 
Cutmill  Pond.  Here,  in  1858,  the  defendant  had  erected 
waterwheels  and  machinery,  the  effect  of  which  was  to 
pump  up  the  water  in  the  pond  about  150  feet  above  its 
level,  and  then  divert  it  by  a  pipe  into  a  supply  tank,  and 
thence  to  an  artificial  pond  or  lake  on  another  property  of 
the  defendant's  called  Dunsdale,  also  adjoining  the  park. 
From  Cutmill  Pond  the  natural  stream  ran  through  the 
park  to  and  through  several  ornamental  ponds  or  lakes 
therein,  and  to  the  earl's  mansion,  and  the  effect  of  the 
defendant's  works  had  been,  as  was  alleged,  to  lessen  the 
flow  of  water  thereto.  Between  the  park  and  the  Duns- 
dale  property  there  is  a  ridge  of  land  about  160  feet  above 
the  level  of  Cutmill  Pond,  so  that  but  for  artificial  works 
the  water  could  not  be  brought  to  Dunsdale.  The  wheel 
was  between  Cutmill  Pond  and  the  park,  just  inside  the 
defendant's  farm,  so  as  to  intercept  the  stream  as  it  ran 


HOME  CIRCUIT.  293 

Trom  the  pond  into  the  park.     The  wheel  was  a  coromon         1862. 
waterwheely  constructed  with  buckets^  into  which  the  water         j^^^^^ 
fell,  and  the  water  ran  from  the  pond  upon  it     The  wheel       Norburt 
worked  two  pumps,  which  raised  the  water,  and   it  was      Kitchin. 
then  taken  through'pipes  to  the  reservoir  or  supply  tank 
on  the  defendant's  property.    The  tank  was  153  feet  above 
the  level  of  the  pond,  and  it  contained    13,000  gallons. 
From  that  the  water  was   taken   in  pipes  down  to  the 
defendant's  house. 

Bovill,  in  stating  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Gale  on 
Easements,  to  show  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  sustain 
such  an  action  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  turned  the 
stream  to  any  useful  purpose,  provided  the  defendant  had 
sensibly  lessened  the  natural  flow  of  the  water  without  any 
right  to  do  so. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  had  commenced, 
when 

The  learned  Baron  observed,  that  he  thought  the  de- 
fendant had  a  right  to  the  water  to  some  extent,  and  it 
was  entirely  a  question  of  degree,  which  surely  could  be 
adjusted  by  some  sensible  arbitrator. 

Bavill  submitted  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  take 
away  the  water  for  another  property  altogether. 

Martin,  B.,  did  not  see  that  this  would  make  a  differ- 
ence, supposing  the  plaintiff's  supply  not  sensibly  di- 
minished. The  defendant  had  no  right  sensibly  or  mate- 
rially to  diminish  the  supply  of  the  water  to  the  plaintifTs 
property.  It  was  impossible  to  lay  down  exact  limits,  but 
they  could  easily  be  adjusted. 

Sheey  Serjt.,  said  the  quantity  of  water  taken  made  no 
material  difference  to  the  plaintiff. 

Bovill  declared  it  to  be  otherwise,  and  the  evidence 
would  show  it. 

The  plaintiff's  evidence  then  proceeded,  and  the  effect 
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1862.  of  it  was,  that  the  supply  of  the  water  to  the  park  had 
been  greatly  lessened  and  deteriorated ;  sometimes  the 
supply  was  wholly  stopped  by  the  action  of  the  wheel. 
The  stream  runs  into  the  river  Darent,  and  the  "  water 
bailiff''  employed  by  the  millowners  on  that  river  was 
called  to  prove  a  diminution  in  the  quantity  of  the  water 
poured  into  the  river  from  the  stream  since  the  works  in 
question.  The  wheel  raised  and  diverted  about  10  gallons 
a  minute,  or  600  gallons  an  hour.  But  it  appeared  that 
he  had  never  reported  it  to  the  millowners  since  January, 
1859.  After  the  proof  of  the  case  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff, 

Shee,  Serjt.,  opened  the  case  for  the  defendant,  which  in 
substance  was  that  already  stated  by  the  learned  Judge,  that 
he  had  a  right  to  take  away  a  reasonable  portion  of  the 
water,  so  that  he  did  not  sensibly  or  materially  diminish 
the  quantity  of  water  available  for  Lord  Norbury.  And  he 
denied  that  he  had  done  so,  at  all  events  permanently, 
although  in  the  course  of  the  erection  of  the  works,  &c.,  or 
in  cleaning  the  pond,  &c.,  there  might  have  been  a  tem- 
porary diminution  of  the  supply  or  a  temporary  obstruction 
of  the  flow. 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the  works  took 
up  on  an  average  only  6,000  gallons  a  day — or  one-fortieth 
part  of  the  whole  bulk  of  water  which  ran  into  Cntmill 
Pond.  The  highest  quantity  of  the  entire  flow  was  332,000 
gallons  a  day;  and  9,000  gallons  were  taken  up  by  the 
pumps ;  that  is,  about  one  thirty-sixth  part  of  the  whole. 
And  the  evidence  for  the  defence  was  that  this  was  a  pro- 
portion of  the  water  which,  though  appreciable,  was  not 
really  material. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the 
jury,  repeated  and  expounded  the  law  as  he  had  already 
in  substance  laid  it  down.  This  was  an  action  relative 
to  a  very  small  stream  of  water,  in  which  a  great  expense 
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had  been  incurred,  which  might  have  been  avoided  had 
the  parties  so  acted,  in  a  neighbourly  way  towards  each 
other.  The  right  to  a  natural  stream  was  very  like  the 
right  to  the  air.  It  was  as  free  as  the  air.  So  long  as 
the  stream  ran  through  a  man's  land  it  was  in  a  sense  his. 
The  law  was  laid  down  in  the  judgment  of  the  Privy 
Council  in  the  case  of  Minor  v.  Gilmore  (a)  thus : — 

''  By  the  general  law,  applicable  to  running  streams, 
every  riparian  proprietor  has  a  right  to  what  may  be  called 
the  ordinary  use  of  the  water  flowing  past  his  land.  For 
instance,  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the  water  for  his  domestic 
purposes ;  and  this  without  regard  to  the  effect,  in  the  way 
of  any  deficiency,  on  proprietors  lower  down  the  stream ; 
and  further,  he  has  a  right  to  use  it  for  any  purpose  or  an 
extraordinary  use,  provided  he  does  not  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  other  proprietors  above  or  below.  Subject  to  this 
condition  he  may  dam  up  the  stream  for  the  purpose  of  a 
mill,  or  divert  it  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation ;  but  he  has  no 
right  to  interrupt  the  regular  flow  of  the  stream,  if  he 
thereby  interferes  with  the  lawful  use  of  the  water  by  other 
proprietors  and  inflicts  upon  them  a  sensible  injury." 

That  was  the  law  on  the  subject.  Now,  in  that  judgment 
it  was  not  said  that  the  owner  of  the  land  through  which 
the  water  ran  had  only  a  right  to  take  away  an  inappreci- 
able quantity  of  the  water,  but  any  quantity,  subject  only 
to  the  condition  that  he  did  not  inflict  any  sensible  injury 
on  other  proprietors  or  interfere  with  the  lawful  use  of  the 
water  by  them.  The  real  complaint  here  was  the  diversion 
of  a  part  of  the  water;  its  occasional  damming  up  was  not 
of  much  consequence  to  the  plaintiff,  who  put  the  water  to 
no  practical  use.  The  real  complaint  was  that  a  portion 
of  the  water  was  taken  away ;  and,  as  to  that,  the  law 
already  laid  down  applied.  The  question  as  to  whether 
the  quantity  of  water  taken  was  reasonable,  must  in  a  degree 
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(a)  12  Moore's  Privy  Council  Cases,  156. 
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depend  upon  the  entire  quantity  of  water  in  the  stream^' 
and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  defendant 
took  an  unreasonable  quantity  of  the  water.  The  total 
volume  of  the  stream  was  about  330,000  gallons  a  day,  and 
the  defendant  took  6,000  or  9,000  gallons  a  day ;  and  leflt 
all  the  rest  to  flow  down  to  his  neighbour,  Lord  Norbury. 
The  defendant  had  no  right  to  take  more  by  means  of  his 
wheels  and  waterworks  than  he  would  have  a  right  to  take 
otherwise ;  but  he  had  a  right  to  take  as  much  as  he 
wanted,  so  that  it  was  not  an  unreasonable  quantity  with 
reference  to  his  neighbour's  rights.  On  that  question  the 
jury  must  form  a  judgment,  as  reasonable  and  sensible 
men.  As  regarded  the  manner  of  taking  it,  undoubtedly 
the  defendant  must  take  it  in  a  reasonable  way.  It  was 
seldom  that  such  questions  arose  in  this  part  of  the  country, 
where  water  power  was  not  of  so  much  value.  It  was 
otherwise  in  the  North,  where,  by  reason  of  the  value  of 
the  water  for  manufacturing  purposes,  such  questions  were 
often  litigated.  There  was  no  evidence  here  that  the 
plaintiff  had  really  suffered  in  his  supply  of  water,  except 
on  one  or  two  occasions,  of  a  mere  temporary  incon- 
venience. And  if  what  had  been  done  by  the  defendant 
had  been  done  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner,  in  the 
fair  and  reasonable  exercise  of  his  legal  right,  then  any 
mere  temporary  inconvenience  caused  thereby  would  not 
be  a  ground  of  action.  The  substantial  question  for  the 
jury  was,  whether  the  quantity  of  water  taken  was,  with 
reference  to  all  the  circumstances,  reasonable. 

The  jury  asked  whether  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
take  away  the  water  to  form  an  ornamental  pond. 

The  learned  Judge  said  that  he  had  not;  but  could  only 
take  the  water  away  for  the  purposes  of  utility.  The  ques- 
tion asked  by  the  jury  was  very  important,  no  doubt. 

The  jury  then  retired  at  six  o'clock  to  consider  their 
verdict,  and  afTter  some  time  returned  with  a  verdict  for  the 
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defendant  on  the  main  question  as  to  the  right  of  diversion,         1862. 

but  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  farthing  damages,  ^"^*v*^^ 

as  to  the  damming  up ;  and  a  similar  verdict  as  to  the  Nokbury 

taking  the  water  for  the  ornamental  pond.  Kitcuin. 


MOSS   V.   TRIBE.  Kent  Summer 

fry  Ateite*. 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  an  attorney  to  recover  150/.,  the  In  an  action 
balance  of  a  bill  of  costs  for  business  done  by  him  for  the  by  the  plaintiff; 
defendant  as  his  attorney.  SbAhe  de™^' 

Pleas:  1.  Never  indebted.  fendant,  who 

2.  That  at  the  time  the  business  was  done  he  was  a  lunacy  :— 
lunatic,  and  of  unsound  mind,  as  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  was  no  d"efence 
well  knew.  ""l««»i^? 

plaintiff^  knew 

M.  Chambers,   Parry,   Serjt.,   and   Philbrick   for   the  pj^ring  tha?" 

plaintiff.  ^^^  defendant 

had  been  duly 

Shee,  Seiit.,  and  Humphery  for  the  defendant  (a).  placed  in  an 

'        "^    '  r       :f  \  J  asylum  while 

The  defendant,  who  had  been  in  business  as  a  barge-  he  8uff*ered 

'  °       under  dehrtum 

builder  in  Poplar,  was  about  seventy  years  of  age.  He  tremens,  and 
had  lately  married  a  young  wife,  and  they  had  not  lived  time  to  time 
happily.  Complaints  were  made  by  her  and  her  family  of  Jhe^JJ^fluencc 
his  conduct :  he  got  drunk  at  times ;  and  having  quarrelled  of  drink,  but 

.,    ,.        .^      ,  ,  .  ,.    ,  ,  ,      that  the  plain- 

With  his  Wife,  brought  a  woman  into  his  house,  whom  he  tiff*  did  not  do 

had  picked  up  in  the  streets,  called  her  an  angel,  &c.  him  at^hosc 

On  the  24th  of  June  his  wife  called  in  one  Condor,  a  times;  it  was 

for  the  jury 
medical  man,  who  exasperated  him  by  trying  to  restrain  whether  urA^n 

him;  and  on  the  26th  of  June,  1861,  two  medical  certifi-  ,/rJS,w,,  Jhe 

cates  were  obtained,  upon  which  he  was  confined  as  a  ?*®^*^"^*"V^" 
'       *  insane  to  nis 

lunatic  in  an  asylum  of  one  Stocker.     He  was,  however,  knowledge. 
liberated  in  the  course  of  two  or  three  days,  and  it  appeared 
that  he  had  laboured  under  an  attack  of  delirium  tremens 
induced  by  drinking. 

On  the  24th  of  June  the  plaintiff  was  sent  for,  by  or  on 

(o)  Vide  Lovatl  v.  Tribe,  ante,  p.  9 ;  e/  vide  Scott  ▼.  Wakem,  past,  p.  328. 
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1862.  behalf  of  the  defendant^  by  one  Hebden,  and  saw  him  at 
first  in  the  asylum,  and  also  from  time  to  time  after  his 
liberation.  He  found  him  very  irate  at  his  detention,  and 
desirous  of  suing  the  persons  who  had  taken  part  in  it, 
especially  the  medical  man  named  Condor,  whom  he  accused 
of  beating  and  biting  him.  The  plaintiff  hinted  that  a 
physician  of  eminence  should  be  consulted,  and  Dr.  Golds- 
borough,  of  Charing  Cross  Hospital,  was  called  in,  and  was 
of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  not  insane.  The  plaintiff 
then  took  tlie  defendant's  instructions  on  various  matters ; 
first  as  to  an  action  against  Condor,  and  next  as  to  an  altera- 
tion in  his  will.  The  action  against  Condor  was  brought, 
but  was  afterwards,  by  the  direction  of  the  then  plaintiff 
(the  now  defendant),  discontinued.  The  present  plaintiff 
afterwards  took  instructions  from  the  defendant  on  various 
other  matters,  and  did  the  business  now  sued  for  between 
July  and  August,  1861.  Among  these  matters  were  nego- 
tiations for  the  sale  of  certain  parts  of  the  defendant's  pro- 
perty, the  execution  of  a  deed  of  partnership  between  him 
and  his  son-in-law,  one  Hood,  and  of  a  deed  of  separation 
from  his  wife,  and  the  bringing  of  several  actions  to 
recover  monies  due  to  the  now  defendant 

In  July  the  defendant  went  down  to  Worthing,  and  was 
there  some  time,  while  most  of  the  business  was  being 
done.  Towards  the  end  of  August  the  defendant  was 
again  placed  under  restraint.  And  in  October,  1861,  the 
plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  had  suggested  to  one 
Harris,  a  medical  man  at  Worthing,  to  examine  the  now 
defendant  with  a  view  to  the  appointment  of  a  committee 
of  his  estate.  Ultimately  the  family  consulted  another 
attorney ;  and  when  the  bill  was  sent  in  the  defendant's 
present  attorney  raised  the  objection,  on  the  part  of  the 
relatives,  that  the  claim  was  not  one  which  could  be 
recovered,  and  hence  the  present  action. 

The  plaintiff  was  called  and  examined  at  great  length  on 
the  nature  of  his  instructions  from  the  defendant,  and  the 
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transactions  of  business  he  had  conducted  on  his  behalf.  1862. 
He  said  Uiat  until  introduced  to  him  in  June^  1861,  he  was 
not  acquainted  with  him;  and,  in  treating  him  as  sane, 
acted  on  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Goldsborough,  as  well  as  on 
his  own  judgment.  He  declared  that  throughout  the 
defendant  had  given  the  most  intelligent  directions  and 
instructions,  and  that  he  had  no  reason  to  suppose  him 
insane,  except  when  he  had  been  drinking,  and  that  he 
never  did  business  with  him  on  those  occasions. 

He  was  cross-examined  on  a  letter  written  by  his  orders 
in  October,  1861,  to  one  Harris,  a  medical  man^  in  which 
he  spoke  of  the  defendant  while  he  was  at  Worthing  as  a 
lunatic,  and  desired  Harris  to  examine  him  and  make  an 
affidavit  on  the  matter,  with  a  view  to  the  appointment  of 
a  committee  of  his  estate.  When  pressed  again  to  say 
whether  or  not  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  letter  he  believed 
the  defendant  to  be  insane,  the  plaintiff  replied  that  it  was 
written  under  the  instructions  of  the  defendant's  wife, 
and  with  a  view  to  obtain  information ;  that  he  had  no 
personal  reason  to  believe  it,  and  he  repeated  his  former 
statement,  that  throughout  the  transactions  in  question  he 
had  no  reason  to  suppose  the  defendant  to  be  insane;  and 
be  denied  ever  having  said  that  Tribe  was  mad. 

Witnesses  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  during  the  period  over  which  the  transactions  in 
question  extended  the  defendant  showed  a  mind  perfectly 
intelligent,  and  gave  the  most  sensible  instructions  and 
directions,  and  was  quite  aware  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 
the  different  documents  and  instruments  he  signed.  The 
witnesses  stated  that  he  was  somewhat  excitable  and 
boisterous  under  the  influence  of  drink,  but  otherwise  was 
sane  and  sensible. 

Dr.  Goldsborough,  the  physician  referred  to,  was  called 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  evidence  in  accordance  with  the 
opinion  he  had  given  as  to  the  state  of  the  defendant's 
mind  when  the  plaintiff  was  first  consulted  by  him. 
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On  cross-examination,  however,  the  doctor  said  that 
when  he  saw  the  defendant  in  August  (after  the  orders  had 
been  given),  he  had  a  strait- waistcoat  on.  But  when  asked 
whether  any  one  might  not  have  seen  it,  he  said  it  might 
not  be  apparent  to  a  non-professional  man. 

Several  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  admitted  having 
seen  the  defendant  in  August  with  what  they  suspected  to  be 
a  strait-waistcoat,  or  something  which  restrained  the  action 
cf  his  arms.  One  of  them  also  admitted  that  at  times  the 
man  was  furious  and  "  like  a  wild  beast,"  and  in  an  unfit 
state  to  do  business ;  but  at  other  times  he  seemed  sen- 
sible. It  appeared,  however,  that  when  he  was  **  furious" 
he  appeared  to  have  been  just  recovering  from  a  fit  of  de- 
lirium  tremens.  They  said  that  the  plaintiff  spoke  of  him  as 
a  man  said  to  be  mad,  but  that  he  never  did  business  with 
him  when  under  the  influence  of  those  fits  of  delirium, 
which  they  described  as  occasional  only,  and  induced  by 
drink. 

Shee^  Serjt,  for  the  defence,  stated  that  his  case  was,  that 
the  defendant  was  mad  at  the  time  the  business  was  done, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  knew  it. 

The  two  medical  men  who  had  signed  the  certificates  on 
which  the  defendant  had  been  temporarily  confined,  were 
called  and  examined  on  behalf  of  the  defence,  and  stated 
that  they  had  been  called  in  by  the  wife,  and  found  him 
sufiTering  under  a  fit  of  mania. 

Condor,  one  of  these  witnesses,  was  particularly  ex- 
amined as  to  his  alleged  ill-usage  of  the  defendant,  and 
denied  any  such  ill-usage.  He  described  what  had  taken 
place,  and  said  he  had  found  it  necessary  to  pinion  his 
arms  to  restrain  his  fury,  but  he  denied  that  he  had  beaten 
or  bitten  him. 

Cross-examined,  he  said  that  the  wife  was  urging  him 
to  go  up  to  bed,  although  it  was  early  in  the  afternoon, 
and  that  he  was  struggling  to  get  out,  and  declaring  that 


HOME  CIRCUIT.  301 

be  would  not  be  kept  in.  He  kept  calling  out ''  Let  me  1862 
go !  Open  the  door ! "  He  became  more  violent  the 
moment  witness  touched  him,  and  when  pinioned  he  be- 
came a  thousand  times  worse,  and  tried  to  kick  the  witness. 
From  all  this  he  formed  the  opinion  that  the  man  was  in 
a  fit  of  insanity,  coupling  it  with  what  the  wife  had  told 
him. 

Mr.  Stocker,  the  medical  gentleman,  the  proprietor  of 
the  asylum  at  which  the  defendant  had  been  confined,  was 
also  called  on  his  behalf  to  prove  that  he  was  in  a  state  of 
derangement,  caused  by  drink  and  excitement.  He  was, 
however,  only  two  days  in  confinement,  and  was  removed 
by  his  friends  on  the  28th  of  June.  He  was  not  in  a  fit 
state  of  mind  to  transact  business  at  the  time  when  the 
plaintiff ^r«/  saw  him  in  the  asylum. 

M.  Chambers  objected  that  this  was  not  the  proper  way 
to  put  the  question,  for  it  must  depend  on  whether  the  man 
was  sane  or  not,  and  that  was  a  question  for  the  jury  on 
all  the  facts,  not  a  question  of  science  for  a  medical  man. 

The  learned  Baron  thought  the  medical  man  might  be 
asked,  on  all  the  facts,  whether  the  man  was  sane  or  not. 

The  witness  was  accordingly  asked  whether  he  thought 
that  the  defendant  was  sane,  and  he  said  he  thought  that 
he  was  not  so  at  the  time  he  mentioned.  He  was  now, 
however,  recovered.    The  mania  was  not  permanent. 

Cross-examined,  the  witness  admitted  that  the  defendant 
was  very  angry  at  being  brought  to  the  asylum  ;  and  that 
this  added  to  his  excitement  He  further  admitted  that 
medical  men  differed  sometimes  as  to  the  sanity  orjnsanity 
of  a  person. 

The  learned  Judge  asked  how  it  was  the  man  was  let 
out  in  two  days,  after  being  regularly  confined  under 
medical  certificates  ? 

The  witness  said  that  the  person  could  always  be  liberated 
in  that  way  with  the  assent  of  the  relatives,  unless  a  medical 

VOL.  in.  Y  p.p. 
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1362.  man  had  in  the  meantime  certified  that  it  was  dangerous 
that  the  person  should  be  at  large  (a). 

Witnesses  were  called  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  while 
at  Worthing,  was  from  time  to  time  in  a  state  of  frenzy, 
foaming  at  the  mouth.  This,  however,  appeared  to  have 
been  after  drinking,  and  although  some  attempt  was  made 
to  show  that  his  general  conduct  was  not  rational,  the 
evidence  as  to  that  was  not  so  strong ;  and,  in  cross-exa- 
mination, the  witnesses  stated  that  the  defendant  was  very 
fond  of  drinking,  and  was  often  at  the  public- houses. 

Mr.  Harris,  a  surgeon,  at  Worthing,  who  had  seen  the 
defendant  there  in  July,  stated  that  he  had  considered  him 
either  mad  or  drunk,  and  that  he  had  afterwards  seen  him 
in  August  and  advised  a  strait-waistcoat,  on  account  of 
his  violence.  He  was  then  of  opinion  that  he  was  insane, 
and  spoke  as  to  delusions  which  he  appeared  to  entertain. 

The  defeudant*s  daughter,  a  Mrs.  Hood,  proved  the  great 
alteration  in  her  father's  conduct,  and  described  his  acts 
and  words  in  May  and  June  as  those  of  a  madman.  He 
brought  the  woman  referred  to  to  the  house  on  the  24th  of 
June,  and  when  the  witness  objected  to  it,  he  got  enraged 
and  smashed  the  furniture  with  a  poker,  &c.,  and  made  an 
attempt  upon  her  life,  so  that  the  police  had  to  be  called  for. 
(It  was  on  this  iK'casion  Condor  had  been  called  in,  and 
had  found  him,  as  he  said,  excited  by  drinking,  and  strove 
to  restmin  him  by  holding  his  arms,  &c.)  In  two  or  three 
days  after  he  was  confined  he  became  better,  and  was 
liberated ;  but  m  July  his  mind  was  evidently  much 
aflTected,  and  his  conduct  not  at  all  that  of  a  father.  On 
the  }Hh  of  July  the  witness  said  she  went  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  remonstrated  with  him  for  allowing  her  father  to  make 
a  will  when  he  was  out  of  his  mind.  The  plaintiff  said  it 
was  no  concern  of  hers,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  what 
he  pleaseii  with  his  property.     She  said,  no  doubt,  if  he 

^«i)  Vifk  lOifi:  17  Vict,  c  96, 
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was  in  his  right  mind,  but  that  he  knew  he  was  ^' clean         1862. 
mad ;"  and  Moss  said  no  doubt  he  was. 

Cross-examined,  this  witness  said  she  had  heard  that  at 
the  time  she  said  her  father  was  mad,  he  was  to  execute  a 
deed  of  partnership  with  her  husband's  brother.  She  ad- 
mitted also  that  on  the  8th  of  June  her  father  had  given 
her  a  will  in  favour  of  his  family,  which  was  now  in  their 
possession.  She  had  given  it  to  their  attorney,  who  was 
conducting  the  defence  of  this  action.  She  had  told  Mr. 
Moss,  the  plaintiff,  that  she  was  in  possession  of  *'  his  legal 
will,"  and  she  thought  that  it  was  so  at  that  time.  She 
did  not  then  think  her  father's  mind  was  so  bad  as  she  now 
thought  that  it  had  been.  On  the  8th  of  June  she  did  not 
think  he  was  insane.  He  had  told  her  he  had  quarrelled 
with  his  wife.  On  the  10th  of  June  her  father  had  written 
her  a  letter,  which  she  had  not  now  in  her  possession. 
About  the  28th  of  June,  after  he  came  out  of  the  asylum, 
her  father  told  her  he  had  executed  a  deed  of  separation 
from  his  wife.  Since  the  deed  of  partnership  her  father 
bad  executed,  her  husband  and  his  brother  had  taken  pos- 
session of  and  carried  on  the  business  under  it ;  and  she 
looked  upon  it  that  the  stock,  &c.,  belonged,  one  half  of  it 
to  her  husband,  and  the  other  half  to  his  brother  rightfully. 

Mr.  T.  Hood,  the  defendant's  son-in-law,  was  called  to 
confirm  the  above  case  for  the  defence,  and  stated  that  in 
June  he  saw  the  defendant  going  into  the  sea  with  a  net 
in  his  hand  to  catch  fish,  and  swearing  at  the  fish  for  not 
coming  into  his  net,  &c.  The  defendant,  he  said,  had 
picked  up  the  woman  referred  to  in  the  streets.  The  wit- 
ness, however,  admitted  that  in  July  he  had  negotiated  a 
partnership  with  the  defendant.  On  the  8th  of  July  the 
witness  said  he  saw  Moss,  the  plaintiff,  and  told  him  the 
state  of  Tribe,  and  Moss  said,  '*  No  doubt  he  is  as  mad  as 
a  March  bare."  The  witness,  however,  stated  he  had  said 
he  had  no  objection  to  such  a  deed  of  partnership  as  he  ap- 
proved of;  and  on  the  16th  of  July  such  a  deed,  drawn  by 
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1%62.         MoMy  was  exetoted  by  him  and  tbe  plaioliff.     On  this 
^'^^      rxxai»oo  Mosf  faid  that  he  could  make  Tribe  sien  anv- 
c  thing  he  liked.     The  witness  said  he  had  afterwards  paid 

part  of  the  plaintifTs  accoaot,  comprising  tbe  expenses  of 
this  p:irtnersfaip  deed  ;  and  the  defendant  Tribe  was  to  pay 
half  the  expense  of  the  valuation.  From  the  time  of  the 
deed  the  witness  had  to  pay  12/.  a  month  to  the  defendant 
Tribe  (a).  That  was  secured  to  him  by  this  partnership 
deed. 

The  will  was  put  in,  and  it  left  400/.  to  the  female 
referred  to. 

This  closed  the  evidence  in  the  case.  Tribe,  the  defend- 
ant, not  being  called. 

M,  Chambers,  in  reply,  contended  that,  as  to  executed 
contracts,  lunacy  was  no  defence,  unless  some  advantage 
had  been  taken  of  the  lunatic:  and  that  in  thb  case  the 
work  done  was  for  his  benefit,  whether  as  regarded  tbe 
recovery  of  his  money,  or  the  negotiation  of  a  partnership, 
by  which  his  interests  would  be  protected  and  an  income 
secured  to  him. 

In  the  course  of  the  case« 

Martin,  B.,  reading  from  the  case  otMoUon  v.  CamroMx, 
in  the  Exchequer  Reports  (b),  said  be  should  leave  to  the 

(a)   So  that   ibis    arrangement  L.   J.,   Exch.   326,    tbe   insanity 

was  apparently  greatly  for  the  ifcne-  being  admitted,  and  tbe  issoe  being 

Jii  of  ibe  defendant,  securing  bim  on  tbe  rejoinder,  tbat  tbe  defendant 

a  competent  income.  was  not  cognizant  of  tbe  lunacy, 

(6)  2  Excb.  Rep.  487;  4  Excb.  and  tbat  tbe  contract  was  entered 
Rep.  (in  error),  17.  In  tbat  case,  into  by  bim  in  good  fiutb,  tbere 
however,  the  question  could  not,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any 
and  did  not,  arise,  whether  a  mere  evidence  on  the  latter  part  of  it, 
knowledge  on  tbe  part  of  tbe  plain-  except  tbe  knowledge  of  tbe  lu- 
tiff  of  the  lunacy  was  enough  to  nacy ;  bat  that  was  a  case  of  an 
sustain  tbe  defence,  whether  or  executory  contract  for  tbe  purchate 
not  tbere  was  any  advantage  taken ;  by  tbe  lunatic  of  land,  whereas  tbe 
for  tbe  jury  found  that  he  did  not  former  case,  was  an  executed  con- 
know.  And  as  to  the  subsequent  tract  for  tale  by  bim.  Tbe  dis- 
ease of  Beavan  v.  McDonnell,  2^  tinciion  is  obvious.    The  law  allows 
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jury  in  substance  this  question — which  that  case  had  de-         1862. 

cided  to  be  the  proper  question— whether,  "  even  supposing 

the  defendant  was  a  lunatic,  it  was  known  to  the  plaintiff 

that  he  was  so,  for,  that  if  it  was  unknown  to  him,  and  he 

took  no  advantage  of  it,  then  he  would  not  be  entitled  to 

recover/* 

The  learned  counsel  on  both  sides  assented  to  that  view 
of  the  question  (a).     At  the  close  of  the  case. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said,  lunacy  did  not  necessarily  preclude  a  man  from 
making  himself  liable  for  debts.  But  if  a  man  he  con- 
tracted with  dealt  unfairly  with  him,  and  got  him  to  give 
orders  for  work  or  business  he  ought  not  to  have  done, 
then  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  There  was  clear 
and  positive  evidence  by  the  medical  men  that  the  de- 
fendant had  been  labouring  under  mania  when  confined, 
and  part  of  the  claim  was  for  the  costs  of  an  action  against 
one  of  these  medical  men,  which  action  had  not  been 
carried  on.  The  first  question  was,  whether  the  defendant 
had  been  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  this  bill  was  in- 

a  rendor  to  make  the  best  price  he  the  plaintiff* could  not  recover;  and 
can,  and  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  also,  that  the  question  was  as  to 
he  did  so  ;  and  the  maxim,  Caveat  what  the  plaintiff*  knew  when  the 
emptor,  cannot  apply  as  against  a  ordem  were  given.  There  was, 
lunatic,  though  it  would  apply  in  however,  no  evidence  that  any  of 
hit  favour.  In  the  present  case  the  work  was  improper  or  not  for 
the  action  was  on  an  executed  con-  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.  Some 
tract — a  simple  contract  for  work  of  the  evidence  for  the  defence  im- 
done  for  the  lunatic,  all  of  which  plied  that  it  was  deemed  by  his 
might  have  been  for  his  benefit,  but  relatives  to  be  for  his  benefit ;  ex- 
tome  of  which  might  not  have  been  cept  as  to  the  will,  which  was  to 
to ;  and  the  learned  Judge,  in  leav-  their  prejudice,  but  which  was  done 
ing  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  plain-  at  the  same  time  as  the  other  work, 
tiffgot  the  defendant  to  give  orders  (a)  The  cases  cited  show  that 
for  work,  t.  e.,  any  work,  which  the  conduct  of  the  lunatic,  before 
ought  not  to  have  been  done,  vir-  or  after  the  contracts,  may  be  evi  • 
tually  directed  them  that  this  would  dence  as  to  his  state  at  the  time 
liave  been  taking  an  advantage  of  they  were  made.  See  Looalt  v. 
the  lunatic,  and  that  for  such  work  TribCf  Vol.  II.,  p.  9. 
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was  usually  placed,  and'^^e  had  used  the  inn  for  thirteen        1862. 
years.     He  went,  in  fact,  several  times,  seeing  the  parcel      ^^^^^^^ 
there,  but  the  last  time  he  came  in,  before  he  went  to  bed,   and  Another 
he  found  it  missing.  Spencer. 

For  the  defendant,  he  himself  and  other  witnesses  were 
called,  to  prove  that  the  usual  and  proper  place  in  which 
to  put  the  commercial  luggage  was  the  commercial  room, 
where  there  were  shelves  for  the  purpose,  that  the  plaintifis' 
traveller  had  been  told  this,  and  that  "  boots"  had  offered 
to  put  the  luggage  there,  but  that  he  had  refused  and 
desired  that  it  should  remain  where  it  was ;  this,  however, 
the  traveller  denied. 

Martin,  B.,  was  of  oj)inion  that  this  evidence  raised 
no  defence,  even  if  entirely  supported  in  fact ;  for  while 
the  goods  were  anywhere  within  the  inn  they  were  under 
the  care  of  the  innkeeper,  and  he  was  responsible  for  their 
safe  custody. 

Lush  submitted  that  if  the  guest  had  helped  to  cause 
the  loss  by  his  own  negligence  the  innkeeper  was  not 
responsible  and  that  there  was  evidence  of  such  negligence, 
and  that  this  question  should  be  left  to  the  jury;  and  he 
tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  the  learned 
Judge. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintifis,  damages  70/. 


WALLIS   V.    ROBINSON.  Kent  Summer 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  a  plasterer  for  work  done,  as  he  Where,  in  the 
alleged,  for  the  defendant  The  defendant  denied  his  bdldhig,  work 
liability  to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  entered  comrr^tfrome 

into  a  contract  with  a  third  party,  one  Thompson,  to  do  the  process  more 

.  -  expensive  than 

whole  plastermg  work.  contracted  for 

was  ordered  by 
the  architect,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  employer,  and  the  builder's  sub-contractor  was  told 
it  was  to  be  paid  extra  for: — Hcld^  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  contract  to  pay  him  extra 
for  it,  and  of  authority  in  the  architect  to  make  such  a  contract  with  him. 
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1862.  Lush  and  Francis  for  the  plaii?tifF. 

Shee^  Serjty  and  J.  Brown  for  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  desired  to  erect  some  houses,  and  em- 
ployed an  architect  in  the  usual  way  to  prepare  plans  and 
specifications  and  issue  tenders.  Thompson  tendered  for 
the  specified  plasterer's  work  at  a  certain  sum,  and  con- 
tracted with  WalliSy  the  now  plaintifi*,  to  do  it  for  a  certain 
sum.  In  the  course  of  the  work  it  appeared  that  the 
plastering  did  not  dry  fast  enough  to  allow  the  defendant 
to  enter  as  soon  as  he  desired  to  do,  and  the  case  for  the 
plaintiflT  was,  that  he  was  directed  by  the  defendant's 
architect,  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  to  gauge  the 
plastering,  i.  e.,  mix  plaster  of  Paris  with  it,  so  as  to  make 
it  dry  more  quickly.  For  this  gauging  the  present  action 
was  brought. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  case  was  that  he  was 
told  that  it  was  to  be  paid  extra  for. 

For  the  defendant,  he  and  the  architect  were  called  to 
show  that  they  never  meant  to  employ  the  plaintiff  to  do 
the  work  in  question,  and  that  the  architect  had  no  express 
authority  to  do  so.  It  came  out,  however,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  not  come  to  any  final  settlement,  and  that  400/. 
was  still  due  to  Thompson ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  sent  in  to  the  architect  an  account  for  this 
work,  made  out  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  which 
account  had  not  been  returned.  The  account  sent  in  by 
Thompson  included  the  contract  plastering  work,  and  at 
the  foot  there  was  added  an  item,  **  Wallis — for  extra 
plastering,"  the  amount  of  which  tallied  with  the  sum 
(82/.)  now  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  Wallis,  for  the  gauging, 
as  above  mentioned. 

The  work  was  done  in  February,  1868. 

The  account  of  Thompson  was  sent  in  to  the  defendant 
in  May,  1858,  and  the  work  in  question  had  not  been  paid 
for  to  him. 

Wallis  sent  in  his  account  to  the  architect  in  April, 
1858. 
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In  June,  1858,  Thompson  became  bankrupt,  and  after-        1862. 
wards  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  defendant  for  payment 
The  action  was  not  brought  until  two  years  later;  that  is, 
in  June,  last  year. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

The  learned  Baron  intimated  that  he  thought  it  was  a 
question  of  contract  by  the  architect  on  the  part  of  his 
employer,  the  defendant. 

SheCj  Serjt.,  submitted  that  there  was  no  authority  in  the 
architect  to  make  a  contract  on  the  part  of  his  employer, 
but 

The  learned  Baron  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  evi- 
dence of  such  authority. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  called  the  defendant  and  his  architect  to 
disprove  the  alleged  authority  and  also  the  alleged  contract 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  supposed  extras. 

Their  evidence,  however,  ut  supra^  only  came  to  this, 
that  nothing  expressly  was  said  by  the  architect  as  to  pay- 
ing the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  no  express  authority  from 
the  defendant. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Martin,  B.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  first  question  for  you 
is,  whether  the  architect  was  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
to  order  this  work?  And  next,  did  the  architect  so 
conduct  himself  as  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  believe  that 
he  made  a  contract  with  Aim  to  pay  him  for  the  work? 
The  plaintiff  could  not  act  on  what  was  passing  in 
the  architect's  mind,  but  on  what  was  said  to  him,  and 
what  he  was  led  to  believe.  The  original  contract  had 
only  been  for  certain  specified  work,  and  the  work  in 
question  was  clearly  not  within  it,  for  it  was  ordered  at  a 
later  time,  and  was  quite  distinct  from  what  was  specified. 
Its  very  nature  was  wholly  different  from  ordinary  plaster- 
ing. And  when  Wallis  was  told  to  do  it,  and  that  it  was 
to  be  paid  for  extra,  what  could  he  have  understood  but 
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that  the  ^kfendmiit  was  to  pay  him  for  it !  Aocordingly, 
be  had  ouule  oat  his  bill  to  the  deieodaot  for  the  work 
in  qoesUoD,  it  had  been  sent  to  the  architect,  mho  was  the 
ageot  of  the  defendant,  not  of  Thompson,  the  contractor, 
and  the  question  for  the  jury  was,  whether  the  contract 
was  not  between  the  pkuntiff  and  the  defendant  to  pay  for 
this  work* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


$MSi€t 

Auiies. 

uotyer  indicted 
under  tlur 
•Uttttefor 
feUmiouftly 
•ending  •  letter 
tlire«tening  to 
acctue  the  pro- 
secutor of  an 
infamous  crime 
with  intent  to 
extort  money ; 
both  the  threat 
and  the  intent 
may  be  in- 
f erred,  even 
against  the 
declarations  of 
Uie  prisoner 
at  the  time* 
and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  ex- 
})ress  proof, 
rom  the  letter 
itself, — from 
his  previous 
and  contempo- 
raneous and 
even  his  sub- 
sequent con- 
duct and  cx- 
prcNsions  to 
third  parties. 


Lewe»  Crown  Courts  coram  Martin^  B. 

REGINA  V.  MENAGE. 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  statute  for  felo- 
niously sending  a  letter  to  one  William  Dixon,  threatening 
to  accuse  him  of  an  infamous  crime,  with  intent  to  extort 
money.  [He  had  been  charged  with  conspiring  \%ith  one 
Westfield  to  obtain  money  from  the  prosecutor  by  false 
pretences,  but  Westfield  was  not  in  custody,  and  the  former 
charge  was  proceeded  on.] 

JBallantine,  Serjt.,  and  Robinson  for  the  prosecution. 

The  prisoner  was  not  defended  by  counsel. 

The  prosecutor  had  been  the  principal  in  a  banking 
firm  in  London,  and  some  years  ago,  about  1853,  being 
in  the  habit  of  going  to  Brighton,  he  made  the  acquaint- 
ance of  the  prisoner,  then  an  errand  boy,  while  he  was 
staying  there.  After  this,  in  the  years  1858  and  1859, 
the  prisoner  made  various  applications  to  him,  by  letter 
and  by  word  of  mouth,  for  money,  under  threats  of  accus- 
ing him  of  the  offence,  as  having  been  committed  some 
years  before.  The  prosecutor  paid  him  and  Westfield 
sums  of  money  amounting  to  between  1,000/.  and  2,000/., 
and  ultimately,  in  1859,  went  abroad  to  avoid  him. 

Previously  to  this  Westfield  had  applied  to  the  prose- 
cutor, and  ofiered  to  procure  him  evidence  to  convict  the 
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prisoner  of  the  offence  he  charged  on  the  prosecutor,  and         1352. 
then  the  two  together  had  carried  on  a  double  system  of 
extortion,  which  continued  until,  as  already  mentioned,  he 
went  abroad  to  avoid  them.  Menage. 

Before  going  the  prisoner  had  been  to  the  counting- 
house  of  the  bank,  and  the  prosecutor's  brother  had  given 
him  into  custody  for  refusing  to  go  away.  When  before 
the  magistrate  at  Bow  Street  the  prosecutor  mentioned 
the  system  of  extortion  to  which  he  had  been  subject,  and 
the  magistrate  suggested  that  the  charge  of  extortion 
should  be  made.  It  was  not  made,  however,  and  the 
prosecutor,  whose  health  had  suffered  severely,  went 
abroad  with  a  medical  man,  and  eventually  disposed  of 
bis  banking  business.  In  May  last  he  returned  to  the 
residence  of  a  relative  near  Tunbridge,  and  had  hardly 
arrived  there  when  the  prisoner,  who  had  been  seen  lurk- 
ing about  the  house,  and  had  told  a  policeman  that  he 
could  make  a  charge  against  the  prosecutor  as  to  an  offence 
committed  some  years  ago,  sent  him  a  letter — the  subject 
of  this  indictment — which  ran  thus: — 

"  Mr.  Dixon, — Sir,  I  have  been  whating  to  speak  with 
you,  but  have  not  had  the  chanse.  I  now  ham  wating 
outside  of  your  house.  I  will  stop  1  hour  to  see  wether 
you  and  me  can  com  to  terms  together  a  lone  or  othewys. 
I  shall  go  to  Mr.  Dennis,  the  pleace  offercer  {police  officer) 
of  this  parrash,  and  then  you  can  settle  the  bisness  be  fore 
the  Magestrates.     I  have  not  forgot  Bow  Street. 

"  J.  Menagb." 
Envelope  addressed  **  W.  Dixon,  Esq." 

The  prisoner  afterwards  sent  the  following  letter : — 

"Frant,  May  21,  1862. 

"  Sir, — As  you  are  to  hill  to  com  out  to  me,  I  have 
takening  the  liberty  to  send  you  this  letter,  which  will 
explain  my  bisness  with  you.  It  is  a  long  time  since  I 
saw  you,  but  I  cannot  forget  you  all  to  gether.     Now, 
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1862.  this  is  what  I  am  going  to  propose  to  you,— that  yoa  shall 
drow  up  an  agrement  that  will  serve  your  self,  or  you  can 
have  that  Colverton  to  do  it  for  you,  and  whatever  the 
agrement  is  I  will  sind  my  name  to,  so  that  I  shall  never 
have  eney  more  cans  to  com  and  se  you,  for  I  wish  this 
to  be  the  last  of  our  meting,  and  I  also  state  that  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  eney  annoyence  to  you  or  your  sisters  as  long  as 
I  stay  hear,  but  that  depends  intierly  on  your  self  of  corse. 
Mr.  Dixon,  /  do  not  wish  to  ash  you  for  enney  money  for 
what  I  have  prepoesed  to  you,  but»  as  a  gentlemen,  I  will 
leve  to  yourself  to  do  as  you  think  proper.  Now,  Mr. 
Dixon,  I  will  call  for  ancer  to  this  Letter  som  time  to  day, 
and  I  hope  you  will  conceder  this  over  before  you  send 
roe  ancer  out. 

**  I  do  not  think  that  I  can  met  you  on  fearer  terms 
than  thees.  *^  I  remain,  yours,  &c., 

"  Mr.  Dixon,  Esq."  "  J.  Menage." 

No  answer  being  sent,  the  prisoner  spoke  to  a  policeman 
more  than  once,  stating  that  he  could  charge  the  prose- 
cutor, &c.,  and  at  last  he  wanted  Mr.  Dixon  to  be  taken 
into  custody,  but  the  officer  refused,  without  a  warrant. 
Ultimately  the  prisoner  was  taken  into  custody,  and  the 
following  letter  of  his  was  found  in  the  possession  of 
Westfield,  his  accomplice  : — 

"  Frant,  Monday  evening,  half-past  6  o'clock, 

"Mr.  Westfield, — I  right  to  you  a  corden  to  promes. 
Mr.  D.  is  still  staing  hear ;  he  as  not  scan  me  yet  nor 
none  of  them.  Whent  to  cherch  on  Sonday,  it  whas 
thought  that  I  ment  to  go  and  then  he  would  have  kept 
in  the  carage,  but  thay  think  that  he  will  stop  till  whe  aree 
gon,  and  then  he  will  go  a  way  him  salF,  or  praps  he  may 
still  remane  here  for  a  short  time,  but  go  out  walking  as 
he  youst  out  of  bounce  to  make  him  salf  apear  an  enocent 
man,  and  then  whe  should  each  him  in  the  redy.  I  have 
bean  to  a  Lady  House  that  is  right  hoposet  thear  house 
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about  the  apartments,  and  the  Lady  sade  whe  could  have  1862. 
theniy  and  i  lucked  bout  of  the  windo,  and  i  could  se  all 
round  the  House  and  if  the  carrage  came  out  of  the  stable. 
Now,  I  think  that  it  would  be  foulesh  to  give  the  old  man 
up  for  the  sake  of  a  fue  days,  and  if  wee  tack  the  apart- 
ments for  a  wick  and  capet  out  of  sit,  and  told  the  papel 
that  wee  wear  going  home,  it  would  sune  get  to  the  old 
man's  hears,  and  then  wee  should  see  what  he  ment  to 
do ;  but  i  should  like  for  you  to  be  down  hear  with  me, 
for  if  he  com  out  and  we  met  him  together,  he  would  settel 
with  Both  of  us  at  the  same  time,  for  I  dont  Like  to  Trust 
to  aney  of  the  people  to  Let  us  know  any  thing  a  bout 
him,  for  you  no  that  thay  are  not  enterested  in  the  case  as 
whe  are.  I  have  sean  him  twys  since  you  left  me,  so  i 
ham  quite  shure  all  that  i  till  you  is  true,  hoping  to  se  you 
sune  aftear  you  received  this  letter. 

"J.  Mbnage." 

BaUantine^  Serjt.,  in  stating  the  case  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, said  the  intent  to  extort  money  would  appear  from 
the  terms  of  the  letters,  although  money  was  not  expressly 
mentioned  in  them.  He  protested  that  it  was  quite  imma- 
terial to  the  present  charge  whether  the  prosecutor  were 
guilty  or  not ;  but  he  should  call  him  before  the  jury,  and 
be  would  then  deny  it  on  his  oath,  and  be  open  to  any 
questions  which  might  be  asked  of  him. 

The  letters  above  set  forth  were  put  in. 

The  interviews  with  the  policeman  were  proved. 

The  prisoner  elicited  that  he  had  said  he  did  not  want 
money,  but  to  see  the  prosecutor. 

The  prosecutor  was  then  called  and  examined.  He 
said  he  had  made  the  acquaintance  of  the  prisoner  some 
years  ago,  casually,  at  Brighton.  He  stated  the  threats 
and  other  facts  as  above  mentioned,  and  said  that  he  had 
paid  the  prisoner  himself  about  1,000/.,  besides  the  sums 
he  had  paid  to  Westfield.     He  denied  that  there  was  any 
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1862.  fouDdation  for  the  imputatioD  upon  him.  The  prisoner 
cross-examined  him  from  written  memoranda  with  great 
particularity  as  to  the  dates  and  localities  of  alleged  inter- 
views, after  their  first  acquaintance,  and  of  walks  he  sug- 
gested they  had  had  together.  These  the  prosecutor 
denied,  and  when  pressed  as  to  sums  of  money  he  had 
paid  to  him,  said  he  had  paid  them  for  the  sake  of  the 
banking-house,  and  that  he  would  have  paid  any  money 
to  get  rid  of  him. 

The  prisoner,  when  called  upon  for  his  defence,  read  a 
statement  charging  the  prosecutor  himself  with  the  offence 
he  imputed,  and  declaring  that  he  wanted  to  see  the  prose- 
cutor as  having  been  a  party  to  it,  but  denying  the  intent 
to  extort  money. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the 
jury,  said  that  was  the  only  question  for  them  to  deter- 
mine, and  it  was  nothing  that  the  prisoner  denied  it,  if  his 
own  acts  and  conduct,  and  his  meaning,  as  indicated  by 
his  letters,  plainly  proved  that  such  was  the  real  object. 
That  was  the  sole  question ;  the  truth  of  the  charge  did 
not  matter. 

Verdict,  guilty.     Sentence,  penal  ser- 
vitude for  life. 
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1862. 
REGINA  V.  HORE,  "-^^^ 

Sussex 

iHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  packing-case  or  £"'"'»*'' -^'««"' 

^     :  ^r      X  &       I  &  Where  the  pri- 

secretairCy  at  Newhaven.  soner  had  re- 

moved a  valu- 
BaUantine^  Serjt.,  and  Merrijield  for  the  prosecution.       able  article, 

part  of  a  wreck, 

Hawkins  and  Barrow  for  the  defence.  from  a  wharf 

on  which  it  had 

On  the  17th  of  May  last  a  Dutch  vessel,  of  which  the  ^««"  placed, 

•^  and  taken  it 

prosecutor,  one  Buttner,  was  the  captain,  was  wrecked  off  into  his  own 
Seaford,  near  Newhaven.    Through  the  exertions  of  the  aftwward^de*^ 
coastguard,  the  greater  part  of  the  cargo  was  saved,  and  °*®4  ^^^  P?*- 
lodged  in  a  warehouse  belonging  to  the  prisoner,  a  sail-  held,  that  the 
maker.     The  acting  Dutch  consul,  one  Vandenberg,  came  the  jury  on^an 
down,  and  desired   that  under  no  circumstances  should  }°f!f!^®"* '^'^ 

'  larceny  was, 

anything   be   removed   from   the   warehouse,   which   was  whether,  at  the 

.  ,       ,  ^   ,  time  he  origin' 

quite  distinct  from  the  house  of  the  prisoner.  ally  took  t7,he 

A  day  or  two  afterwards,  the  captain  missed  the  article  "**The  rule 

in  question,  a  cabinet  or  writing-case.     It  was  no  part  of  isrigid,  that 

^  ,  °  *^   ^  on  an  adjourn- 

the  cargo,  being  brought  as  a  present.     All  the  articles  mentofthe 

had  passed  the  Custom  House,  but  there  was  no  actual  of  felony,  the 

evidence  that  it  had  got  into  the  warehouse.     Inquiries  {j^'^iJ^^ed^to 

were  made  of  the  prisoner,  who,  however,  declared  that  he  separate. 

had  never  seen  it,  and  knew  nothing  about  it. 

On  the  16th  of  June  Vandenberg  came  back  to  see 

about  the  wreck  and  cargo,  and  called  upon  the  prisoner, 

with  whom  he  had  been  acquainted.    The  prisoner  showed 

him  in,  and  the  consul  then  noticed  a  cabinet,  which  was 

now  alleged  to  be  that  in  question,  and  which  was  of  a 

rather  peculiar  character.     He  inquired  about  it  of  the 

prisoner,  who  said  he  had  bought  it  of  a  person  in  the 

street,  and  he  did  not  mention  that  it  formed  any  part  of 

the  wreck.     Vandenberg  had  not  seen  the  cabinet,  and 

therefore  did  not  himself  know  it,  but  went  to  the  captain 

and  described  it,  and  the  description  satisfied  the  captain, 

that  it  was  his  own.     He  next  day,  on  the  17th  of  June, 

went  to  the  house  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  from  home  at 
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1862.  the  time,  saw  the  cabinet,  aDd  recognized  it.  He  then 
went  to  the  prisoner,  and  asked  about  the  missing  cabinet 
The  prisoner  denied  having  seen  it.  When  told  that  it 
was  at  his  house,  he  said  he  had  done  wrong,  and  begged 
for  mercy.  Some  days  afterwards  the  present  prosecution 
was  instituted. 

JBaUantine,  Serjt,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, said,  that  from  the  position  of  the  prisoner  the  case 
was  one  of  importance,  and  he  suggested  that  the  prisoner, 
finding  a  valuable  article,  no  part  of  the  general  cargo, 
and  thinking  that  it  would  not  be  asked  after,  had  stolen 
it  (a). 

.Mr.  Vandenberg  was  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  the 
above  facts. 

The  captain  was  called,  and  confirmed  Vandenberg's 
account,  stating  that  on  the  17th  of  June  the  prisoner  said 
he  had  never  seen  the  missing  cabinet,  and,  when  told  it 
was  at  his  house,  asked  that  no  proceedings  should  be 
taken  against  him. 

On  cross-examination,  the  captain  said  he  was  not  quite 
certain  whether  or  not  the  prisoner  said  he  had  taken  the 
cabinet  to  take  care  of. 

The  Custom  House  officer  who  had  landed  the  case  con- 
taining the  cabinet  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that 
Vandenberg  said  he  did  not  care  what  he  did  to  get  Hore 
into  trouble. 

No  packing-case  was  found  on  the  premises  of  the 
prisoner. 

This  was  the  case  for  the  prosecution. 

Hawkins  intimated  that  he  should  call  witnesses  for  the 
defence ;  whereupon,  it  being  half-past  seven. 

The  learned  Baron  said,  as  it  was  pretty  clear  the  case 
would  not  be  over  till  near  ten,  and  as  it  was  one  of  felony, 

(a)  So  it  will  be  seen  the  learned  Seijeant  opened  it  as  a  case  of 
taking  with  a  felonious  intent 
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and  one  of  great  importance,  and  they  therefore  ought  not        1862. 
to  try  it  in  an  exhausted  state,  he  thought  it  was  best 
now  to  adjourn ;   but  as  it  was  a  case  of  felony,  they 
could   not  be   allowed   to    separate,   and   must  be  kept 
together  all  night. 

The  jury,  upon  this,  earnestly  begged  to  be  allowed  to 
go  home. 

The  learned  Baron,  however,  said  the  law  was  impera- 
tive, that,  in  a  case  of  felony,  a  jury  must  never  separate 
until  the  case  was  over. 

At  nine  o'clock,  the  case  not  being  concluded,  the  trial 
was  adjourned  until  the  morrow,  and  the  jury  were  ordered 
to  be  kept  together  all  night.  ^ 

Next  day,  witnesses  were  called  for  the  defence,  the 
effect  of  whose  evidence  was  that  the  case  containing  the 
cabinet  had  been  landed  from  the  wreck  and  left  on  the 
quay,  supposing  it  to  be  empty,  and  that  the  prisoner  had 
removed  it  to  his  warehouse  to  take  care  of  it. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case,  said  that 
the  jury  bad  but  to  consider  the  quality  of  the  prisoner's 
act  in  removing  the  article  in  question  into  his  house  (a). 
If  he  merely  intended  to  preserve  it  and  take  care  of  it  till 
the  right  owner  claimed  it,  he  had  not  been  guilty  of 
felony,  although  he  might  have  done  what  was  wrong. 
The  packing-case,  it  was  said,  had  been  put  on  the  wharf, 
and  supposed  to  be  empty,  and  the  cabinet  being  found  in 
it,  in  a  damp  condition,  it  was  removed  into  the  prisoner's 
house.  The  evidence  seemed  to  be  all  one  way  as  to  that; 
another  man's  property  had  been  dealt  with  by  the  pri- 
soner; but  the  question  was,  whether  a  theft  had  been 
committed,  and  whether  the  removal  had  been  felonious. 
In  other  wprds,  the  only  question  was  as  to  the  quality  of 
the  act  done  by  the  accused,  whether  he  had  the  intention, 

(fl)  Vide  R,  V.  Leigh,  2  East,  P.  C.  694 ;  Roscoe,  Crim.  Ev.  206, 
a  caie  very  much  like  the  present. 

VOL.  III.  Z  F.F. 
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MK9  «€  iLe  time  ^knt  tie  micrtrlan  wm  taLcb,  peraoHiinithr  1e* 
euoftfl  it  i<*  li»  vwii  uut.  Som^  tht  «FioeBC£  of  tie 
}irg*etnilk«ti  uxi  tuul  QueBlaoc  rainwBifci  cuiefir  itf  a  Jeconi 
iif  ccmvermiiuii^  »liit±  tuid  inkfiii  place  uha  xbe  iinicir 

4«rt;e  uf  tiit  Cirt:uili{»lhli£;{2#  hUflidiTig  ibf:  IhLmP  tHKtd,  Slid 
xf  ti«t  jury  iiciieiec  lusi  uh:  pri&DDe?  louk  xiifi  nrxkzki,  as 
ullc^tsd  cm  Life  Udicif,  mei^lr  fur  u«e  purpoat  a£  thksue 
4St3rt  iM  in,  thusu,  ihouzu  liati  luigbl  be  mii  nuiiuibaraBd  ae;, 
k  »itf  xiut  fei'LiLiciufy  iLDd  it  nuolc  be  i.Wir  cuij  lo  Aojnk 
bun. 

Tbe  jufj  icvQCid  tbe  prlhouer 

Xcft  gx*y. 


Ijnctt  Civil  Co9n^,  coram  Martiw^  B, 

9m$^B  BELLAMY  r.  SAULL  astd  AxoTHmB. 

AUiUUttiUe      XHIS  was  an  ioterpleader  issue,  in  which  the  qnestioii 

MMmiJi  (k*      ''^**f  trheUier  certain  goods,  seized  by  the  sheriff  of  Sussex 

J2^2^'*^'     under  a  writ  of  execution,  were  the  property  of  the  jodg- 

U«.  Uit  fW       ment  debtor,  harin?  been  claimed  by  the  present  plaintiff 
iK^rM«rv44;  '  t>  j  r  r 

md^  ftM         M  Him'gate  under  a  bill  of  sale. 

Ht  M  Vi«t,e.         Philbrich  (with  him  Hawkins,  Q C,  and  IT.  frU&ui^) 

MtttMUM  to  f^^c  ^^  plaintiff,  the  claimant. 

irli#f«  no  MM  '       ZitfA,  Q.C.,  and  Honyman  for  the  defendants,  the  judg- 

:s:ll.X'::!"  •»*«»  creditor.. 

The  bill  of  sale  was  given  by  the  Rev.  R.  L.  Browne, 
vicar  of  Westbourne,  Sussex,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
310/.,  and  on  its  being  produced,  and  the  office  copy  being 
put  in,  it  turned  out  that  the  stamp  was  only  Is.  6d,, 
and  that  in  the  affidavit  Mr.  Browne  was  described  as  of 
Westbourne  Rectory,  near  Emsworth,  in  the  county  of 
Hants.     Emsworth  is  in  Hants,  and  evidence  was  given 
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that  Westbourne  and  Emsworth  adjoined,  a  stream  di*  1862. 

vidins:  the  parishes  and  also  the  counties ;  but  that  Ems-  „    ''^^ 

worth  was  the  nearest  post  town,  and  that  no  one  could  be  v, 

misled  by  the  description  in  the  affidavit.  ^^^^  Another. 

Lush  objected  that  the  stamp  was  insufficient,  as  it  was 
2«.  6rf.  too  little. 

Philbrick  thereupon  elected  to  have  it  duly  stamped, 
and  paid  the  penalty. 

The  money  was  thereupon  paid. 

Lush  then  contended  that  the  late  Revenue  Act,  sect. 
3i(a),  which  enacted,  that  all  registered  documents  should 
be  produced  properly  stamped  at  the  time  of  registration, 
and  that  if  they  be  not  properly  stamped  they  shall  not 
be  registered  or  valid,  made  it  inadmissible  in  evidence; 
or  that  the  document  was  void,  on  the  ground  that  it  could 
not  be  stamped  after  registration. 

Philbrick  contended  that  as  it  had  been  registered  the 
objection  was  too  late— ^cri  non  debet  sed  factum  valet ; 
and 

The  learned  Baron  so  ruled. 

Lush  then  objected  that  the  description  in  the  affidavit 
was  insufficient  The  defendants,  he  said,  had  searched  a 
registry  under  the  name  of  the  county,  and  had  been  mis- 
led by  the  name  of  Hants.  But  of  this  there  was  no  evi- 
dence. 

The  learned  Judge  overruled  this  objection,  but  reserved 
the  point,  and  directed  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
claimant  under  the  bill  of  sale — with  leave  to  the  defend- 

(a)  24  &  25  Vict  c.  91,  s.  34.  whom  the  copy  is  to  be  filed,  duly 
No  copy  of  any  bill  of  sale  of  per-  stamped ;  and  no  deed  or  instru- 
sonal  chattels  thall  he  filed  in  any  ment  liable  to  stamp  duty  shall  be 
Court,  unless  the  original  shall  be  registered,  unless  the  same  is  duly 
pTodooed  to  the  proper  officer,  with     stamped. 

z2 
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1862.        ants,  the  judgment  creditors,  to  move  the  Court  on  both 
points,  on  condition  of  neither  party  going  into  error  (a). 

(a)  Rule  refused  in  Q.  B.  on  the  point  as  to  description,  but  granted  on 


Bell  AM  r 


and^Another.    '^^  P^^"'  **  *°  ^^^  registration 


Guild/ordf  coram  Martin^  B. 

Surrey  BATSON    V.  TRANCE  AND  ANOTHER. 

Summer  Attizet,  m^^ 

A  receipt  for  XHIS  was  an  action  against  two  persons  named  Trance 

SatTis  to*bc  and  Gibbs,  to  recover  the  sura  of  100/.  deposited  with  them 

repaid  on  a  j^y  ^j^g  plaintiff  on  their  becomino:  bail  for  a  friend  of  his  at 

certain  event,  j           r                                                   o 

is  an  agree-  big  request,  as  money  received  to  his  use. 

ment,  andre-  •     i   u^  j 

quires  a  stamp  x'lea :  never  muebted. 

as  such. 

On  a  deposit  j{f  Chambers,  Inderwick  and  Biron  for  the  plaintiff. 

of  money  by  '                                                                   * 

another  as  Hawkins  and  Philbrick  for  the  defendants, 
security  upon 

his  becoming  Qn  the  11th  of  October,  1861 ,  one  Harrington  was  made 

bail  for  the  de-  '                                      ^ 

positor,  the  a  bankrupt,  and  on  the  17th  of  December,  1861,  Mr.  Com- 

returi)ed%hen  niissioner  Hill  made  an  order,  that  the  creditors*  assignee 

baVh''*'**" ^  *d'  ^^  institute  and  carry  on  a  prosecution  against  him  for 

the  question  perjury,  and  that  the  expenses  be  paid  out  of  the  estate, 

whether  the   '  &c.,  and  on  that  day  he  was  charged  before  the  magistrates 

Sa^Tn  IXt  *"^  ^^®  ^^^®  w^^  remanded  until  the  2 1st  of  December, 

terminated.  when  he  was  again  remanded  in  custody,  requiring:  bail  for 

Andtherescb-  ^                                                  J»      ^           & 

sion  of  an  or-  his  re-appearance,  and  the  defendants  consented  to  become 

derforthein-  t     m  r      u* 

stitution  of  Da»l  lor  nira. 

wXt^i"f5?t  ^"  ^^^  2^"^  ^^  December,  1861,  the  plaintiff  deposited 

that  none  have  with  the  defendants  the  sum  of  100/.,  taking  from  them 

been  since  in-  the  following  receipt : — "  Received  from  Mr.  Batson  100/., 

coupled' with  ^°  ^^  repaid  to  him  when  our  liability  as  bail  for  Har- 

lapseoftime,  nngton  has  ceased:  such  bail  to  be  given  by  us  on  his 

AfW,  evidence  ,    5^  ,.                                                     .               ^              ^    .           , 

that  the  pro-  behalf  to  answer  a  charge  of  perjury  preferred  against  him." 

tennlnated.  ^he  recognizances  of  bail  ran  thus:— "On  condition  that 

be  shall  personally  appear  whenever  called  upon  to  answer 
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on  a  charge  which  may  be  preferred  against  him  for  per- 
jury, as  above  mentioned,  we  receiving  forty-eight  hours' 
notice  to  produce  him."    There  were  no  further  proceedings 


1862. 


Batson 

V. 

taken  against  the  bankrupt,  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  185*2,  ^^  Another, 
the  Commissioner  rescinded  his  former  order  for  his  prose- 
cution. Upon  this  the  plaintiff  required  back  the  money, 
but  the  defendants'  attornies  demanded  that  they  should 
be  indemnified  *'  against  all  claims  which  may  possibly  arise 
from  their  becoming  bail;"  their  reason  being  that,  not- 
withstanding the  rescission  of  the  order,  any  creditor  might 
still  institute  a  prosecution.  Some  remuneration  for  the 
trouble  taken  by  the  bail  was  also  required,  and  it  was 
intimated  that  if  it  was  paid  the  indemnity  would  be 
waived.  On  putting  in  the  memorandum  given  by  the 
defendants  on  the  deposit  of  the  money  it  appeared  to  be 
unstamped. 

The  learned  Baron  said  it  required  a  stamp. 

M.  Chambers  submitted  that  it  did  not^  as  it  was  a  mere 
receipt;  but 

The  learned  Judge  said  it  was  more  than  that;  it  was 
also  an  agreement  as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  money  was 
to  be  retained  and  returned. 

Thereupon  the  stamp  and  the  penalty  were  paid. 
At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

Hawkins  objected  that  there  was  no  right  of  action,  as 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  proceedings  were  terminated,  or 
that  no  prosecution  would  be  preferred. 

The  learned  Bakon  said  he  should  leave  it  to  the  jury 
on  the  evidence  (especially  the  answer  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  the  application  for  the  return  of  the  money), 
whether  the  proceedings  had  been  really  put  an  end  to. 

Hawkins  thereupon  proposed  to  except  to  his  Lord- 
ship's ruling,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  ruled  that  it  was  a 


322  CASES  ON  THE 

1S62.  qoeftion  for  the  jury  whether  the  liability  was  tennioaied, 
whereas  it  was  a  question  for  the  Judge  oo  the  terms  of  the 
recogoizaoces. 

The  learned  Baroh  said  if  the  question  was  for  him,  he 
ruled  that  the  liability  was  at  an  end.  He  then  left  the 
case  to  the  jury,  telling  them  that  the  proceeding  was  a 
rery  common  one,  and  that  common  sense  seemed  to  show 
that  on  the  order  for  a  prosecution  being  rescinded  the 
liability  was  at  end.  However,  if  there  were  any  question 
for  the  jury,  it  was  whether  the  proceedings  had  not  been 
really  and  substantially  put  an  end  to.  If  it  was  a  ques- 
tion for  him,  then  he  was  quite  clear  that  the  letter  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants  showed  that  they  were  so,  and 
that  the  retention  of  the  money  was  a  fraudulent  attempt 
on  their  part,  or  their  attornies,  to  extort  money  from  the 
plaintiff. 

Hawkins  then  tendered  a  note  of  another  bill  of  excep- 
tions, on  the  ground  that  the  learned  Judge  had  left  it  to 
the  jury  whether  the  liability  was  put  an  end  to ;  but 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  had  not  so  left  it,  but 
whether  the  proceedings  had  not  been  really  put  an  end  to. 

Hawkins  again  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  the  proceedings  had  been  terminated, 
and 

This  was  the  only  exception  received  by  the  learned 
Judge. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and 

The  learned  Judge  granted  speedy  execution. 
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1862. 
LONGHURST  v.  ELWORTHY  and  others.  "XX^ 

T  ,  ,  .        Summer  Assizes, 

HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  possession  in  an  action  of 

of  a  bouse,  of  which  possession  had  been  taken  by  the  de-  ejectment, 

'  ■  ^  when  the  wnt 

fendant  Elworthy,  but  was  defended  by  or  on  the  behalf  contains  no  re- 

of  a  building  society.  w31!  th^e  only 

The  writ  was  dated  on  the  5th  July  last,  and  merely  3|,^"hw  the 

stated  that  the  plaintiff  then  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  plaintiff  was 

entitled  to  po8« 

possession.  session  at  the 

time  of  the  date 

Lush  and  Lao: ton  for  the  plaintiff,  of  the  writ. 

And  although 
Hawkins  and  Honyman  for  the  defendants.  the  defendant 

The  plaintiff  was  lessee  of  some  land  (on  which  the  house  tered  hrfore 

was  afterwards  built)  under  a  ground  lease  of  the  29th  May,  JJ^'J;ii{*nor' 

1861.  sustointheac- 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1861,  he  applied  to  the  society  in  might  sustain 
question,  the  Temperance  Permanent  Building  Society,  for  "^^."^  ^ 
a  loan  of  400/.,  in  order  to  build  the  house,  on  the  security 
of  a  mortgage  of  his  leasehold  interest  in  the  land ;  and  on 
the  2nd  of  July,  1861,  it  was  resolved  by  the  board  that 
the  400/.  should  be  advanced  to  the  plaintiff — 150/.  on  the 
execution  of  the  usual  mortgage,  and  the  remainder  on  the 
completion  of  the  buildings;  and  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1861, 
this  resolution  was  announced  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  letter 
from  the  secretary. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1861,  the  mortgage  deed  was 
executed,  and  recited  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  member  of 
the  society,  and  that  the  society  had  agreed  to  advance 
400/.  to  him  on  a  nlortgage  of  his  ground  lease,  and  then 
it  transferred  his  interest  under  such  lease  to  the  society, 
and  provided  that  until  the  monthly  subscriptions,  which 
were  to  begin  in  February,  1862,  should  be  in  arrear  and 
unpaid,  or  until  default  should  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
the  observance  of  the  covenants  in  the  ground  lease,  or  of 
any  of  the  rules  or  by-laws,  the  plaintiff  might  continue  in 
possession.     But  in  case  of  default  as  aforesaid,  that  is. 
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1862. 
L0NOUUR8T 

V, 

Elworthy 
and  Others. 


either  in  performance  of  the  covenants  of  the  lease  or  of 
the  rules  and  by-laws  of  the  society,  or  in  case  he  should 
become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  then  the  trustees  of  the 
society  might  enter  into  possession,  and  let  or  sell  the 
premises.  By  the  ground  lease  the  houses  were  to  be 
completed  on  the  25th  of  December,  1861,  but  the  ground 
landlord  had  extended  the  time,  and  in  the  month  of 
January,  1861,  they  were  still  unfinished.  On  the  11th 
of  that  month  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  society  that  he 
authorized  them  to  transfer  their  interest  in  the  mortgage 
to  one  Marriage,  who,  however,  doubted  whether  he  could 
accept  such  transfer,  so  it  was  not  acted  on,  and  on  the 
18th  of  January,  1862,  the  society  took  possession  of  the 
premises.  For  that  entry  an  action  of  trespass  had  been 
brought,  and  on  the  5th  of  July  last,  the  present  action  of 
ejectment  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  posses- 
sion, as  being  then  entitled  to  possession. 

Lush,  in  stating  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  said,  that  as 
the  ground  landlord  had  extended  the  time  for  completing 
the  houses,  there  had  been  no  breach  of  covenant  under 
the  lease,  and,  as  the  subscriptions  did  not  become  due  till 
February,  there  was  no  breach  of  rules  or  by-laws  when  the 
society  entered  in  January. 

Hawkins  cross-examined  the  plaintiflf  to  show  that  he 
owed  far  more  than  the  value  of  his  property,  with  a  view 
to  prove  a  breach  of  the  condition  as  to  becoming  bankrupt 
or  insolvent;  but 

The  learned  Judge  ruled  that  the  condition  meant  be- 
coming bankrupt  or  insolvent  by  adjudication  of  a  Court  of 
Bankruptcy. 

HawMns  then  elicited  that  on  the  5th  of  July,  when  the 
action  was  brought,  subscriptions  had  become  due  which 
were  unpaid  thereupon. 

The  learned  Judge  intimated  his  opinion  that  as  the 
question  was  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  possession 
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at  the  time  this  action  of  ejectment  was  brought,  and  as         1862. 
the  trustees  had  then  a  right  to  enter  and  take  possession.    ,  ^-^^'^^^ 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover.     For  the  entry  in  January,  v. 

assuming  it  to  be  wrongful,  the  remedy  was  an  action  of    sq^  others, 
trespass,  which  had  been  brought.     The  writ  in  this  action 
was  not  retrospective ;  it  simply  stated  that  on  the  5th  of 
July  the   plaintiff  was  entitled  to  possession,  which  he 
clearly  was  not. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 


Guildford  Civil  Courts  coram  Martin^  B, 

TOPPING  V.   HEALEY.  Surrey 

fry  Summer  Attizet, 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  an  auctioneer  and  estate  agent  in  an  action 
for  his  commission  on  a  loan.  who  ha?bSln 

First  count,  for  not  accepting:  a  loan  alleged  to  have  employed  to 

'  ^  .  .  obtain  a  loan, 

been  procured  for  him  by  the  plaintiff  on  his  employment,  and  has  pro- 

whereby  he  lost  the  commission  earned  by  the  plaintiff  on  has  not  been 

such  loan.  '"^P^^u"! 

received  by  the 

Second  count,  for  commission  and  for  work,  &c.  employer,  he 

The  defendant  denied  that  the  plaintiff  had  procured  the  recover,  not 

loan  as  alleged,  and  denied  that  he  was  indebted  for  com-  fJn^^JU^^J!. 

mission.  »'o"»  *>"\* 

reasonable  re- 
Hawkins  and  T^lfourd  Salter  for  the  plaintiff. 

Denman  and  Philbrick  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  16th  of  April,  1862,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the 
plaintiff  in  these  terms  : — 

**  I  hereby  authorize  you  to  negotiate  for  me  for  an  ad- 
vance of  10,000/.,  on  mortgage  of  my  freehold  property  at 
Twickenham  and  a  mill  in  Hampshire,  either  in  one  sum 
at  4}  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  interest,  or  in  two  sums  of 
6,000/.  on  the  Twickenham  property  (the  interest  not  to 
exceed  4i  per  cent.),  and  4,600/.  on  the  mill  in  Hampshire 


muneration. 


326  CASES  ON  THE 

18G2.        (the  interest  not  to  exceed  6  per  cent.),  the  advance  or  ad- 
TorriMo      ^^^^es  not  to  be  made  for  a  term  of  less  than  three  years. 
».  And  in  consideration  of  your  so  doing,  I  will,  if  you  pro- 

cure the  money,  pay  you  a  commission  of  1/.  lOs.  per 
cent;  and  will  undertake  to  accept  such  loan.  And  I 
hereby  agree  to  pay  you  a  commission  at  the  same  rate, 
if,  resulting  from  your  negotiations,  I  accept  a  smaller 
sum ;  but  no  commission  to  be  paid  unless  you  succeed  in 
procuring  a  loan.  And  if  I  should  have  procured  the 
*  loan  before  you  can  offer  it  me,  this  agreement  will  be 

cancelled." 

Next  day  (April  17)  the  defendant  wrote  the  plaintiff 
another  letter,  thus : — 

"  Probably  you  might  not  have  been  sufficiently  im- 
pressed with  the  importance  of  getting  the  money  for  the 
mill  property  first,  anyway.  Now  the  purpose  of  this  is  to 
tell  you  distinctly,  that  I  could  not  accept  the  money  on 
the  land  until  the  mortgage  on  the  mill  property  was 
settled." 

On  the  26th  of  April,  some  solicitors  at  Wigan  wrote  to 
plaintiff  for  particulars,  and  on  the  28th  wrote  to  him  that 
they  had  a  client  willing  to  advance  the  6,000/.  on  the 
freehold  ground  rents  at  Twickenham,  and  the  plaintiff 
thereupon  wrote  to  the  defendant  to  that  effect. 

On  the  29th  of  April  there  was  an  interview  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  at  which,  however,  the  plaintiff 
stated  that  there  was  no  withdrawal  of  the  previous 
authority. 

On  the  6th  of  May,  the  solicitors  at  Wigan  wrote  that 
their  client  was  willing  to  advance  the  10,000/.  for  a  term 
to  be  agreed  upon,  at  4J  per  cent.,  provided  the  value  of 
the  security  was  19,000/.,  and  on  the  same  day  the  plaintiff 
wrote  to  the  defendant  for  his  answer  as  to  the  proposal 
for  the  6,000/.,  and  the  next  day  (on  the  6th)  communi- 
cated to  him  the  above  offer  of  the  Wigan  solicitors  for  the 
loan  of  the  whole  sum  of  10,000/. 
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On  the  7th  of  May,  the  defendant  wrote  to  his  solicitor,  ^^^ 
Dixon,  that  he  had  written  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  17th  of 
April,  that  he  could  not  deal  in  any  way  with  the  Twicken- 
ham property  until  the  mill  should  have  been  either  mort- 
gaged or  sold,  and  that  on  the  29th  he  had  told  him  that 
he  was  determined  to  sell  the  freehold  ground  rents,  and 
that  under  those  circumstances  the  plaintiff  had  done 
wrong.  And  on  the  I2th  of  May  the  defendant's  attorney, 
Dixon,  enclosed  this  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  negotiation  went  off,  and  no  money  was  actually 
obtained  by,  or  advanced  to,  the  defendant,  who  declined 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  any  of  the  commission,  while  the 
plaintiff  claimed  the  whole,  amounting  to  150Z. 

Denman,on.  behalf  of  the  defendant,  submitted  that  there 
had  been  a  revocation  of  the  original  authority. 

The  learned  Baron  thought  that  there  was  not,  and  the 
jury  expressed  a  similar  opinion,  and  his  Lordship,  in 
leaving  the  case  to  them,  said,  as  the  money  had  not  been 
actually  received  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
necessarily  entitled  to  his  full  commission,  but  only  to  so 
much  as  they  thought  his  trouble  might  be  worth  (a). 

They  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  lOOZ. 

(a)  Vide  Green  v.  Reed,  ante,  understanding  it  as  so  left  to  them, 

p.  226,  where,  although  the  Lord  And  see  the  case  of  Prickett  ▼. 

Chief  Justice  did  not  in  terms  so  Badger,    there    cited.      See    also 

direct,  he  did  not  exclude  it,  and  Thompson  v.  Clark,  ante,\>,  181. 
the  jury  acted  upon  it,  evidently 
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1862. 

^^v-^^  Guildford^  coram  Bramwelly  B. 

s^9,  SCOTT  F.  WAKEM. 

SuwmtT  ^$sizt$m 

At  common  JL  RES  PASS:  in  whicb  the  plaintiff  complained  that  the 

from  Che  \^  defendant  and  others  had  entered  the  plaintiff's  dwelling- 

a^dial'maii  ^^^^»  ^^^  assaulted  and  beat  him,  and  caused  him  to  be 

may  jiMcifjr  imprisoned  and  kept  under  personal  restraint. 

nessurefl  ne-  . 

cecnry  tore-  Pleas :   1.  That  the  defendant  did  what  was  complained 

""I'loMtk:.  ^^  ^y  ^^^  plaintiff's  leave. 


^  ■'j?'.'^***         2.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  was  a  dana:erous  lunatic, 
be  called  m  to  ^  ^  ^  °  ' 

attend  a  fter-  and  threatening  and  attempting  to  murder  his  wife^  and 
under  <2eiiri«ai  that  the  defendant  necessarily  entered  the  house  and  did 
J^^J^^j5  what  was  complained  of  to  put  the  plaintiff  under  reason- 
such  measures  able  restraint,  and  to  prevent  him  doing  mischief  to  him- 
as  are  reason*  ir  i 
ably  necessary,  self  and  Others. 

him  or  to  re-  ^'  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  was  suffering  under  a 

strain  him  from  fij  ^f  deUrium  tremens,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  a  sur- 

doing  mischief,  '  ' 

so  long  as  the    geon,  called  in  by  the  plaintiff  to  attend  him  in  thatdis- 

it  is  likely  to     order,  did  what  was  complained  of  as  such  sui^eon  with 
return.  ^j^^  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  what  was  necessary 

medical  treatment. 

The  plaintiff  denied  these  pleas,  and  likewise  new  as- 
signed that  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  more  violence 
than  necessary. 
This  the  defendant  denied. 

M.  Chambers  and  Prentice  for  the  plaintiff. 

Parrt/y  Serjt.,  and  J,  Lloyd,  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  addicted  to  drinking,  and  subject 
to  fits  of  delirium  tremens,  had  been  attended  by  the  de- 
fendant, a  medical  man,  a  few  weeks  before  the  day  in  ques- 
tion. On  the  10th  February,  the  plaintiff  had  been  drink- 
ing, and,  as  there  were  loaded  pistols  in  the  room,. the  wife 
sent  a  servant  out  hastily  to  the  police-station,  as  she  said, 
merely  to  get  the  weapons  unloaded.    The  police,  how- 
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ever,  knowing  something  of  the  case,  suggested  to  her  to  1862. 
go  to  the  defendant,  as  the  medical  man  who  had  so  lately 
attended ;  he  being  also  the  surgeon  of  the  police  divi- 
sion. There  was  a  contest  of  evidence  between  her  and 
the  defendant,  as  to  whether  she  actually  did  go  to  him — 
she  denying  that  she  had  done  so — he  declaring  that  she 
had.  He,  however,  came,  and  afterwards  sent  a  man  to 
watch  and  take  care  of  the  plaintiff  during  the  rest  of  the 
day  and  the  night.  The  man  remained  there  all  night; 
and  there  was  an  utter  conflict  of  evidence  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff's  wife,  as  to  how  he  came  to 
send  him,  and  what  he  did  when  there,  and  how  he  came 
to  remain  there  all  night.  But  the  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff's wife  was  that  she  did  not  send  for  the  defendant,  nor 
desire  him  to  send  the  roan  ;  that  her  husband  was  asleep 
when  he  came ;  that  the  man  had  remained  there  against 
her  will,  and  put  a  restraint  upon  the  plaintiff  and  pre- 
vented his  going  out.  Next  day  the  plaintiff's  ordinary 
medical  man  saw  him,  and  declared  him  sane,  and  was 
called  as  a  witness  on  his  part. 

For  the  defence  the  defendant  was  called,  and  swore 
that  the  servant  had  come  for  him  and  desired  his  attend- 
ance, and  that  when  he  went  he  found  the  plaintiff  threaten- 
ing to  shoot  his  wife,  and  two  men  holding  him.  He  was, 
the  witness  said,  in  a  fit  of  delirium  tremens,  and  in  a  very 
dangerous  state.  He  said  the  wife  asked  him  to  sign  a 
certificate  for  his  removal  from  the  house,  but  he  declined 
doing  so,  as,  if  a  strait-waistcoat  were  put  upon  him  in 
such  a  state,  he  might  probably  die  of  excitement.  The 
wife  also  asked  him  to  send  some  one  to  take  care  of 
him,  and  he  sent  Streets,  an  attendant,  to  do  so.  At  10 
o'clock  at  night  he  Went  again,  and  found  the  plaintiff 
much  better;  and,  though  still  incoherent  in  his  language, 
not  so  violent.  The  defendant  stated  that  the  wife  asked 
that  Streets  should  not  go  away,  lest  the  plaintiff  should 
take  to  drinking  again,  and  Streets  remained  at  her  re- 
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1862.  quest.  Next  morning  be  found  the  plaintiff  better,  though 
still  trembling,  and  be  asked  defendant  to  explain  to  him 
what  had  occurred.  The  defendant  said  be  told  him  what 
had  taken  place,  and  the  plaintiff  thanked  him  for  what  he 
had  done. 

Cross-examined. — ^The  witness  stated  that  he  thought  the 
plaintiff  insane  at  the  time,  but  had  not  signed  a  certificate 
of  insanity ;  because,  if  he  had  given  a  certificate  of  insanity, 
the  police  would  have  acted  on  it, — at  least,  so  he  under- 
stood at  the  station ;  and  he  abstained  from  signing  the 
certificate  from  consideration  for  the  plaintiff,  and  lest  he 
should  be  forcibly  removed  to  the  station.  He  had  also 
signed  many  certificates  for  the  removal  of  persons,  not 
paupers,  as  insane.  On  such  occasions,  he  was  usually 
sent  for  by  some  member  of  the  family,  and  generally 
examined  the  whole  of  the  family.  He  then  saw  the 
lunatic  alone,  and  another  medical  man  saw  him  alone. 
Then  the  certificate  was  signed,  which  was  required  to  be 
signed  by  two  medical  men.  The  person  was  then  usually 
taken  to  a  private  asylum.  A  person  suffering  from  deli- 
rium tremens  might  be  taken,  by  any  one  who  did  not 
understand  the  disease,  as  a  madman.  A  person  suffering 
under  delirium  tremens  often  woke  up  belter  when  once  he 
got  to  sleep.  He  had  not  inquired  after  the  plaintiff's 
ordinary  medical  attendant,  nor  had  he  ever  thought  about 
it.  Pressed  as  to  whether  he  did  not  think  it  important, 
before  treating  a  person  as  a  lunatic,  or  of  unsound  mind, 
to  see  the  ordinary  medical  attendant,  he  said  he  did  not 
think  it  important  in  a  case  of  delirium  tremens.  In  a  case 
like  this  he  said  there  could  be  no  doubt.  He  was  pressed 
a  great  deal  as  to  whether  it  was  not  difficult  to  know 
whether  a  man  was  suffering  under  delirium  tremens,  and 
said  he  did  not  think  there  was  such  difliculty  with  refer- 
ence to  the  whole  history  of  the  case.  When  pressed  still 
further  upon  this  answer,  whether  it  might  not  be  desirable 
to  see  the  regular  medical  attendant,  he  admitted  that  it 
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might  be  desirable  to  do  so.  He  had  treated  the  plaintiff  1862. 
for  delirium  tremens,  giving  him  opium,  morphia,  &c.  The 
witness  stated  he  was  often  called  in  in  the  same  sudden 
manner  in  similar  cases,  and  treated  them  in  the  same  way, 
and  said  that  if  he  had  not  known  this  to  be  a  case  of 
delirium  tremens  he  should  have  thought  it  was  a  case  of 
madness. 

On  re-examination,  he  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
confirmed  drunkard,  and  the  history  of  the  case  went  far 
to  show  what  it  really  was.  Sleep  did  not  necessarily 
restore  a  person  under  an  attack  of  delirium  tremens  ;  on 
the  contrary,  he  might,  if  disturbed  in  sleep,  wake  up 
worse,  and  in  a  state  of  mania  destroy  himself. 

In  answer  to  the  learned  Judge, 

The  witness  stated  that  a  person,  while  suffering  under 
an  acute  attack  of  delirium  tremens,  was  really  in  a  state  of 
delirium. 

The  evidence  of  the  defendant  was  confirmed  by  his 
assistant,  so  far  as  regarded  the  previous  state  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Streets  was  also  called,  who  described  himself  as  an 
attendant  on  insane  or  nervous  gentlemen,  and  said  he  had 
been  employed  in  that  capacity  for  many  years  by  medical 
men,  and  had  been  employed  in  many  cases  of  delirium 
tremens,  and  said  he  had  been  employed  on  this  occasion 
by  the  defendant,  whom  he  had  known  for  some  time.  He 
had  known  patients  in  delirium  tremens  wake  up  suddenly 
from  sleep  and  attack  people.  He  went  upstairs  to  see  the 
plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  women  who  were  at  his 
residence.  He  thought  Mrs.  Scott,  the  plaintiff's  wife, 
was  one  of  them.  He  found  the  plaintiff  standing  in  the 
middle  of  the  room  undressed — with  nothing  but  his  trou- 
sers—  washing  himself. 

The  witness  described  the  plaintiff's  conversation  with 
him,  which,  according  to  his  account,  was  senseless  and 
irrational.     He  said  that  when  the  plaintiff  went  to  bed  the 
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1862.  wife  asked  biro  to  stay  in  the  house,  and  he  remained 
downstairs  all  night,  she  being  with  her  husband.  There 
was  no  further  disturbance  during  the  night,  and  all  was 
quiet.  Next  day  the  witness  saw  the  plaintiff,  who  thanked 
him  for  his  kindness,  and  said  that  the  defendant  had  asked 
him  to  give  him  10^.,  but  he  should  give  him  a  sovereign. 

In  answer  to  the  learned  Judge, 

The  witness  said  that  when  he  first  saw  the  plaintiff  he 
was  quietly  washing  himself,  and  he  could  not  say  he  was 
excited,  but  he  seemed  a  little  excited  when  he  saw  a 
stranger. 

A  policeman  confirmed  the  evidence  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  woman  had  come  for  him,  saying  that  the  plaintiff 
was  out  of  his  mind,  threatening  to  shoot  his  wife,  &c. 
The  woman  first  saw  the  police  about  it,  and  they  sug- 
gested that  she  should  go  to  the  defendant,  as  she  said' he 
had  before  attended  the  plaintiff.  The  policeman  said  he 
told  her  if  he  gave  a  certificate  that  he  was  out  of  his  mind 
then  the  police  would  remove  him.  The  woman,  on  this, 
went  towards  the  defendant's  house. 

Parry ^  Serjt.,  in  summing  up  the  case  for  the  defendant, 
said  he  hoped  the  jury  would  be  of  opinion  that  he  had 
substantially  proved  the  defences  he  had  opened. 

The  learned  Baron  remarked  that  it  might  be  doubtful 
whether  the  latter  of  the  pleas  was  proved,  alleging  that 
the  defendant  had  been  sent  for  by  the  plaintiff. 

Parry ^  Serjt.,  submitted  that  in  substance  it  was  proved, 
as  surely  the  wife  was  the  agent  of  the  husband,  to  send 
for  medical  aid  in  case  of  an  emergency ;  and  the  plea,  if 
necessary,  might  be  amended  ; .  but  an  amendment  would 
not  alter  the  substance  of  the  case.  And  as,  while  the  fit 
of  delirium  tremens  lasted,  the  plaintiff  was  insane,  the  sub- 
stance of  the  case  seemed  the  same  on  both  pleas. 

Bramwell,  B.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said  that,  if  the  defendant  had  made  out  that  the  plaintiff 
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was,  at  the  time  of  the  original  restraint,  a  dangerous  1862. 
lunatic,  in  such  a  state  that  it  was  likely  that  he  might  do 
mischief  to  any  one,  the  defendant  would  be  justified  in 
putting  a  restraint  upon  him,  not  merely  at  the  moment  of 
the  original  danger,  but  until  there  was  reasonable  ground 
to  believe  that  the  danger  was  over,  and  this  would  sustain 
one  of  the  pleas. 

Or  again,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  that  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff  had  called  in  the  defendant  to  cure  her  husband 
under  a  fit  of  delirium  tremens,  and  that  he  came  in  to  cure 
him,  and  left  him  when  he  believed  he  had  recovered,  then 
the  defendant  would  be  justified  in  what  he  had  done,  sup- 
posing that  in  either  case  he  had  done  nothing  that  was 
not  necessary  or  reasonably  proper  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

And  again,  if  the  defendant  had  been  called  in  on  behalf 
of  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  cure  him 
under  a  fit  of  delirium  tremens,  and  that  when  the  plaintiff 
recovered  himself  he  approved  what  had  been  done,  that 
would  likewise  afford  a  defence,  supposing  (as  before)  that 
nothing  more  than  what  was  the  proper  treatment  bad 
been  adopted.  With  regard  to  the  evidence,  it  certainly 
was  utterly  contradictory.  The  jury  bad  seen  the  plaintiff 
himself  in  the  box,  and  could  judge  for  themselves  of  his 
manner  and  demeanour. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  most  extraor- 
dinary, that  a  medical  man  should  insist  on  acting  for  a 
man  in  such  a  way,  against  the  wish  of  his  wife  and 
family. 

Supposing  the  defendant  bad  been  originally  called  in  to 
do  what  was  proper,  he  would  be  justified  in  taking  care 
of  the  plaintiff  until  he  had  recovered  ;  and  it  was  not  be- 
cause while  he  was  under  the  care  of  some  one  he  was 
quiet,  that  therefore  the  defendant  would  be  justified  in 
leaving  him,  for  he  might  break  out  again  when  that  care 
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1862.        and  control  were  withdrawn,  unless  be  had  quite  recovered. 

But  the  question  was  not  whether  the  defendant  sincerely 
Scott  .    ,.  T  .  .     . 

V.  believed  be  was  right,  but  whether  he  was  so.    And  \f,  in 

VITakem 

point  of  fact,  he  was  wrong,  then  he  would  not  be  justified 
merely  on  account  of  the  sincerity  of  his  belief.  Accord- 
ing to  his  account,  however,  he  had  abundant  warrant  for 
what  he  had  done,  as  he  had  declared  that  he  had  been 
sent  for,  and  told  that  the  plaintiff  had  just  threatened  to 
shoot  his  wife,  and  that  he  found  him  in  a  most  excited 
state,  suffering  from  delirium  tremens,  and  in  a  most  dan- 
gerous state ;  according  to  his  account  he  was  not  respon- 
sible for  the  man's  remaining  there  all  night;  and  his 
evidence  was  confirmed  by  Streets. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  denied  that 
there  was  anything  which  justified  any  restraint  upon  him. 
The  other  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  stated  that  there  was 
no  authority  from  his  wife  for  what  had  been  done.  If 
the  plaintiff's  case  was  true,  then  the  defendant  had  acted 
of  his  own  will,  from  his  own  head,  without  any  authority 
or  approval.  Whereas,  on  the  defendant's  case,  he  had 
acted  all  along  with  express  authority.  Now,  in  such  a 
case  it  was  very  desirable,  as  an  eminent  Judge  once  ob- 
served, to  see  what  facts  were  beyond  dispute.  And  here 
it  was  very  clear  that  the  wife  had  sent  the  servant  in 
great  haste  for  help,  and  that  the  defendant  somehow 
heard  of  it.  One  side  said  all  this  was  merely  to  have  a 
pair  of  pistols  unloaded.  The  other  side  said  it  was  to 
have  the  plaintiff  put  under  restraint.  Which  was  the 
most  reasonable  supposition  ?  That  was  for  the  jury.  If 
there  were  no  imminent  occasion  for  alarm,  there  would 
have  been  no  more  reason  for  sending  to  have  the  pistols 
unloaded  then  than  at  any  other  time.  And  if  it  were  the 
natural  and  reasonable  view  to  suppose  that  there  was 
some  imminent  occasion  for  alarm,  then  it  would  seem  pro- 
bable that  the  defendant's  case  was  the  true  one.     And,  if 
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so,  then  he  was  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  the  two  principal  1862. 

pleas.  ^T"^^^ 

■  Scott 

The  jury  consulted  together  for  some  time,  and  found  a  wakbm 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff— damages  one  farthing(a). 


(a)  Any  man  may  justify  an 
asiauU,  when  it  may  restrain  the 
fury  of  a  lunatic  and  prevent  mis- 
chief; Brookihaw  ▼.  Hopkint,  LoflU, 
243. 

A  medical  man  is  not  warranted 
merely  on  statements  made  hy  the 
relations  of  a  person  supposed  to 
be  insane,  in  sending  men  to  take 
him  into  custody  and  confine  him, 
unless  he  is  satisfied  from  those 
statements  that  such  a  step  is  neces- 
sary to  prevent  some  immediate 
ii\jury  from  being  done  by  the  in- 
dividual, either  to  himself  or  other 
persons;  and,  if  access  cannot  he 
had  for  the  purpose  of  examination, 
application  should  be  made  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  that  the  party 
may  be  taken  up  under  his  autho- 
rity; Anderdan  v.  Bwrrowit  4  C. 
8c  P.  210.— Tenterden. 

To  afford  a  summary  legal  re- 
medy, the  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  100, 
WM  passed,  and  an  order  under  that 
act,  s.  45,  ia  not  void  because  the 
particulars  specified  in  the  form 
annexed  to  the  act  are  not  stated, 
where  a  bond  fidt  excuse  is  given 
ibr  the  omission. 

A  certificate  under  sect.  46,  stat- 
ing as  the  reason  for  believing  the 
person  ordered  to  be  confined  to  be 
insane,  that  "she  labours  under 


delusions  of  various  kinds;  that 
she  is  dirty  and  indecent  in  the 
extreme,"  was  held  sufficient. 

In  a  similar  certificate,  the  words 
"  following  fact,"  given  in  the  form 
annexed  to  the  act,  were  struck 
out,  and  it  was  stated  that  the 
opinion  was  formed  "  from  conver- 
sations which  I  have  had  this  day 
with  her."  This  also  was  held 
sufficient. 

The  forms  given  in  the  act  should, 
however,  as  far  as  possible,  be  fol- 
lowed; but  semble,  that  the  only 
consequence  of  the  order  or  cer- 
tificates being  void  would  be  to 
render  the  keeper  of  a  licensed 
bouse,  who  had  received  a  lunatic 
under  them,  liable  to  indictment 
under  sect.  48^  and  that  the  com" 
man  law  right  to  rettrain  a  lunatic 
it  not  affected  by  the  ttatute;  Re 
Shuttleworth,  2  New  Mag.  Cases, 
34;  2  New  Sess.  Cases,  470;  9 
Q.  B.  Rep.  651. 

In  the  sittings  after  M.  T.,  a 
remarkable  case  of  Hall  v.  Semple 
was  tried  in  Q.  B.,  in  which  the 
action  was  against  a  medical  man 
for  signing  a  certificate  under  the 
statute  without  reasonable  cause, 
or  without  due  and  proper  inqui- 
ries; vide  pott. 
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Hamit  Spring  HOLMES  V.  CLARK  AND  ANOTHER. 

Attixes.         -rx 

Agents  who  X^ECLARATIONy  that  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  of  a  yacht, 
'^^^'  had  employed  the  defendants,  as  his  agenU,  to  take  entire 
llu^r^i* f  charge  of  it.  Breach,  that  by  their  negligence  it  ran 
injaryjdone  to  against  another  vessel,  and  caused  damage,  for  which  it 
was  libelled  in  the  Admiralty  Court  and  condemned, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  certain  damages  and 
costs,  &c. 

Pleas :  denying  the  contract  and  breach. 

Karslake  for  the  plaintiff. 

M.  Smith  and  Barstow  for  the  defendants. 


another  veueL 


The  defendants,  who  were  agents  at  Southampton,  where 
the  yacht  lay,  had  written  to  the  plaintiff  inclosing  "  their 
terms  for  taking  charge"  of  the  yacht:  '^ Commission,  2| 
per  cent,  on  sale,  and  one  penny  per  ton  per  week,  as  the 
charge  far  taking  the  entire  charge  of  the  vessel.*'  This 
was  the  contract  declared  on,  but  a  conversation  between 
one  of  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  also 
proved,  in  which  the  former  said  that  they  would  under- 
take the  duty  of  taking  dawn  the  masts  and  spars,  and 
housing  them,  and  sending  a  man  ta  loak  after  the  moor- 
ings,  kc.  The  plaintiff's  instructions  were  to  sell  as  soon 
as  possible;  but  before  a  sale  could  be  effected,  and  before 
the  masts  were  taken  down,  &c.,  a  storm  came  on,  in 
which  the  yacht  broke  from  its  moorings,  and  ran  against 
another  vessel,  doing  it  damage.  The  yacht  was  libelled 
in  the  Admiralty  Court  and  condemned,  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  not  been  properly  secured. 

Bylbs,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury,  in  substance,  whether  the 
defendants  had  been  guilty  of  neglect  in  not  taking  care  of 
the  yacht 
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Court  of  QueerCs  Bench,  Westminster,  coram  Crompton,  J.      Middietex 
HALL  V.  SEMPLE.  mcT^f^ 

jk  Term, 

xLCTlON  against  a  physician,  under  whose  certificate  the  a  medical 
plaintiff  had  been  confined  as  a  lunatic.  mereiyXned 

The  first  count  complained  that  the  defendant  caused  a  certificate 

under  the 

him  to  be  assaulted  and  forcibly  seized  and  conveyed  to  a  Lunacy  Acts 

1        .•  1  and  has  done 

lunatic  asylum.  nothing  more 

Second  count  charged  that  the  defendant,  being  a  physi-  \^^^V^^  «»"»- 

o  9  Q      r   J         ing  the  con- 

cian,  [falsely  and  maliciously]  (a)  and  without  reasonable  or  finementofthe 

111  j.i«  ii'-/T»i       alleged  lunatic, 

probable  cause,  and  with  intent  to  cause  the  plaintitt  to  be  is  not  liable  in 
imprisoned  and  put  under  bodily  restraint,  and  to  be  kept  ^^^  -,,^g^ 
and  detained  in  custody  as  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  did,  *!  ^^  ^®  f^^^ 

,   ,  ,  .  .  .  ^^  *"y  subse- 

as  a  physician,  sign  a  certain  certificate,  according  to  the  quent  efforts  on 

form  prescribed  by  the  Lunacy  Acts,  whereby  it  was  [falsely  preJ^e^t  the 

and  maliciously]  certified,  among  other  things,  that  the  de-  char^e/^Nor 

fendant  had  separately  examined  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  if  he  has 

was  of  unsound  mind  [and  also  so  falsely,  &c.,  caused  one  suited  another 

Guy  to  sign  a  certificate  to  the  same  effect],  whereas  in  who'hasTigned 

truth  and  in  fact  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  person  of  unsound  *«  ?l^^^ 

'  *  certificate,  and 

mind,  as  the  defendant  well  knew.  told  him  his 

The  defendant  pleaded  under  the  Lunacy  Acts  (i)  not  case/is^he 

(a)  The  words  in  brackets  were  and  stating  the  particulars  required  j^.  ^^  other 

struck  out ;  vUle  p.  350.  in  the  act,  nor  without  the  medical  to  sign  such 

(6)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  100;  16  &  certificates,  according  to  the  form  certificate. 

17  Vict.  c.  96.  .  annexed,  of  two  physicians,  sur-  ^j       ^^^^i  a 

It  may  be  well  to  state  the  two  geons   or  apothecaries,  who  shall  certificate 

or    three  sections  of  the   statute  not  be  in  partnership,  and  each  of  ^""o"^  taking 

which  chiefly  relate  to  it : —  whom  shall,  separately  from   the  making  due 

"Sect.  45.  That  no  person,  whe-  other,   have    personally  examined  inquiries,  he  is 

ther  being  or  represented  to  be  a  the  person  to  whom  it  relates,  not  liable  for  the 

lunatic,  or  only  a  boarder  or  lodger  more  than  seven  clear  days  previ-  vehich  ensue. 

•  .  .  shall  be  received  into  or  de-  ously  to  the  reception  of  such  per-  Acd  if  on  his 

tained  in  any  licensed  bouse  ...      son  ...  .     And    any  physician,  ^'^^  personal 

. .      ,  J  1      «     1      ^    «  .1        '       1        t   11  examination  he 

without  an  order  under  the  hand  of      surgeon  or  apothecary  who  shall  jg  „q(  satisfied, 

lome  person  according  to  the  form      knowingly  sign  any  such  medical  he  is  bound  to 

make  due  in- 
quiries.     Nor  is  he  the  less  liable  for  the  want  of  such  due  care  and  inquiries  because  he  has 
acted  Inmajide, 
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Hall 

V. 

Semplb, 


guilty,  the  Act  of  1853  allowing  him  so  to  plead,  and  to 
show  that  he  acted  in  pursuance  of  and  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  act. 

Chambers,  HuddUston,  and  Prentice  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bovill,  Piffott,  Seijt.,  and  Gordon  Allan  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  respectable  tradesman,  iifty-six  years 
of  age,  who  had  been  married  to  his  present  wife  and  had 
carried  on  business  in  the  same  neighbourhood  about 
thirty  years,  during  the  whole  of  which  time  one  Dr. 
GriflSths  had  been  his  medical  attendant  for  himself  and 
family.  He  had  several  children,  of  whom  the  youngest  at 
the  time  of  the  matter  in  question  was  about  ten  years  old, 
another  daughter  was  about  twenty-one,  and  two  daughters 
were  grown  up  and  married  to  persons  named  Wright  and 
Harding. 

The  plaintiff's  marriage  had  proved  very  unhappy,  and  in 
the  first  month  the  most  painful  dissensions  had  taken  place 
between  him  and  his  wife,  which  had  continued  down  to 
the  time  in  question.  There  were  frequent  disturbances 
and  several  separations. 


certificate  as  aforesaid,  w^iicli  s^iall      of  the  net,  thg  ynme  shaTl  be  cam- 
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In    1851 1  Dr.   Griffiths    attended   the  wife  for  some        1862. 
violence,  but  how  caused  be  could  not  recollect. 

In  1856,  the  wife  consulted  one  Ouy,  a  surgeon  in 
Gk>lden  Square,  and  also  another  medical  man  named 
Linton,  and  got  from  them  certificates  that  her  husband 
was  of  unsound  mind.  It  did  not  appear,  however,  upon 
what  examination,  if  any,  these  certificates  had  been  given. 
Guy,  who  was  examined  on  this  trial,  did  not  state,  and 
Linton  was  not  called  as  a  witness,  nor  were  the  certifi- 
cates  produced ;  and  they  were  not  acted  upon.. 

The  dissensions  and  disturbances  between  the  plaintiff 
and  his  wife  became  worse  and  worse,  attracting  a  great 
deal  of  attention  in  the  neighbourhood,  often  causing  the 
shop  to  be  closed  and  crowds  to  collect  round  it. 

For  six  or  seven  years  past  they  had  not  cohabited  as 
man  and  wife  though  living  in  the  same  house. 

There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  actual  violence 
by  the  plaintiff  towards  his  wife ;  but  there  was  no  doubt 
that  they  had  a  bitter  mutual  aversion,  and  that  he  used  bad 
language  towards  her,  and  sometimes  using  such  words  as 
might,  if  seriously  used,  convey  an  fmputation  of  adultery ; 
but  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  these  epithets  were 
rather  used  as  words  of  abuse  than  as  conveying  any  such 
charge.  There  were  repeated  applications  to  the  police 
court  both  by  husband  and  wife,  and  on  one  occasion  she 
was  bound  over  to  keep  the  peace  towards  him. 

It  was  proved,  and  indeed  admitted  by  the  wife,  that 
during  this  period  she  had  repeatedly  pawned  goods  out  of 
the  shop  and  also  incurred  debts. 

She  accounted  for  this  by  stating  that  she  and  her 
children  were  in  want  of  necessaries,  but  of  this  there  was 
no  evidence  beyond  her  assertion  ;  and  it  was  contradicted 
by  one  of  the  married  daughters  and  the  neighbours  and  a 
son-in-law,  and  it  came  out  that  during  this  time  she 
deposited  sums  in  a  savings  bank. 

During  this  period,  also,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
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1862.  was  UDder  the  impression  that  the  wife  was  often  resorting 
to  medical  men  with  the  view  of  having  him  confined  as  a 
V.  lunatic,  and  it  was  a  fact  that  latterly  she  had  repeatedly 

resorted  to  Guy  on  occasions  of  alleged  violence  against 
her.  On  one  of  these  occasions  he  followed  her  to  Guy's 
and  said  to  Guy,  ''  Oh !  you  are  one  of  her  fellows,  are 
you?  "(a) 

On  one  occasion  when  Guy  was  called  in  by  the  wife  to 
see  her  husband^  it  would  seem  that  he  had  certainly  been 
in  a  violent  transport  of  passion  and  pulled  down  part  of  a 
mantel-piece  and  broken  a  looking-glass,  &c.  This  was 
sworn  to  and  not  denied  (although  he  denied  all  violence 
to  his  wife),  and  Guy  was  told  of  it  at  the  time  by  the 
wife,  and  saw  the  results  of  the  violence,  though  he  did  not 
actually  witness  it. 

In  the  course  of  these  events  Guy  had  evidently  imbibed 
a  strong  impression  in  favour  of  the  wife,  and  had  taken 
her  part  warmly,  but  the  defendant,  in  the  meantime,  was 
an  utter  stranger  to  them,  and  knew  nothing  either  of 
the  plaintiff,  of  his  wife,  or  of  Guy. 

On  the  13th  June,  1862,  Guy  was  again  called  in  by 
the  wife  to  see  her  husband,  the  plaintiff,  after  a  quarrel 
between  them,  and  had  a  short  interview  with  him,  when 
the  plaintiff  was  excited  and  treated  him  rudely,  and  told 
him  he  was  a  fool  to  mind  what  his  wife  said;  adding 
some  expression  as  to  fellows  always  running  after  her,  of 
whom  (as  Guy  stated)  he  said  that  Guy  himself  was  one; 
an  expression  which,  as  to  the  latter  part  of  it,  the  plaintiff 
denied,  and  which  Guy  supposed  to  mean  an  imputation  of 
adulteiy,  but  which  probably  referred  to  the  wife's  habit 
of  bringing  in  medical  men  from  time  to  time  to  look  at 
him  as  if  he  were  insane. 

(a)  This     was    the    expression  with  a  view  to  her  husband's  incar- 

chiefly  relied  on  as  showing  a  de-  ceration  as  a  lunatic.     It  did  not 

lusion  on  his  part  as  to  her  adultery  appear,  but  it  is  very  probable,  that 

with  Guy,  but  it  plainly  alluded  to  since  1856  he  had  discovered  her 

her  frequent  resort  to  medical  men  having  resorted  to  Liutou  and  Guy. 
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At  this  time  there  had   been  still  no  communication,         1862. 
either  between  the  plaintifTs  wife  and  the  defendant,  or 
between  the  defendant  and  Guy. 

On  the  28th  July,  1862,  another  quarrel  having  occurred 
between  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  she  resorted  to  the  de- 
fendant, a  physician,  who  resided  in  the  neighbourhood, 
and  made  various  statements  to  him  as  to  her  husband,  as 
that  he  slept  with  a  drawn  sword  by  his  bedside  and 
threatened  to  stab  her;  and  further,  that  he  laboured 
under  the  delusions  that  his  wife  was  ruining  him,  and  was 
improperly  associating  with  other  men.  She  begged  him 
to  see  him  at  once  and  he  did  so  that  same  day.  He  saw 
the  plaintiff  at  his  own  shop,  found  him  excited  and  rude, 
and  left  in  about  ten  minutes.  At  that  brief  interview  the 
plaintiff  said  something  about  his  wife  running  into  debt 
and  pawning  goods,  &c.,  and  also  said  something  as  to 
fellows  running  after  her  or  she  after  fellows,  which  the 
plaintiff  said  pointed  to  tallymen  or  tradesmen  with  whom 
she  run  up  debts,  and  which  the  defendant  supposed  to 
mean  an  imputation  of  improper  association  with  other 
men;  but  which  probably  referred  to  his  wife's  previous 
resort  to  Guy  and  other  medical  men  for  the  purpose  of 
having  him  confined  as  a  lunatic. 

The  plaintiff  told  the  defendant  his  medical  attendant 
was  Dr.  Griffiths. 

Next  day,  the  29th  July,  the  defendant,  at  the  wife's  re- 
quest, saw  Guy  and  heard  his  account  which  confirmed 
hers,  but  had  been  chiefly  derived  from  her  own  state- 
ments, except  so  far  as  the  indications  of  violence  had 
been  observed  by  himself. 

The  defendant  and  Guy  on  that  day,  without  any  further 
examination  by  either  of  them  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without 
either  of  them  resorting  to  Dr.  Griffiths  or  to  any  member 
of  the  family,  or  to  any  intimate  personal  friend,  signed  the 
certificates  that  the  plaintiff  was  of  unsound  mind. 
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1862.  The  wife  took  these  certificates  to  an  asylum,  the  pro- 

prietor of  which,  one  Elliott,  was  not  there,  but  whose 
manager  sent  men  at  htr  instance,  who,  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  certificates,  next  night  seized  the  plaintiS* 
and  forcibly  carried  him  to  the  asylum. 

The  defendant  had  no  knowledge  of  this  until  after  it 
had  occurred,  but  he  must  have  known  of  course  that  the 
wife  meant  to  make  use  of  the  certificates. 

The  wife*s  order  for  admission  and  the  doctors'  certifi- 
cates were  on  printed  forms  on  one  and  the  same  piece  of 
paper. 

The  defendant  signed  his  certificate  first,  and  left  the 
paper  with  Guy,  who  signed  afterwards  and  gave  Uie 
paper  to  the  wife,  who  then  filled  in  her  own  order  for  ad- 
mission into  the  asylum. 

Guy's  certificate,  it  will  be  observed,  being  signed  on 
the  29th  July,  and  he  not  having  seen  the  plaintiff  since 
his  interview  on  the  13th,  was  founded  on  an  examina- 
tion more  than  seven  clear  days  previous,  and  so  was  invalid 
under  the  statute. 

But  it  did  not  distinctly  appear  that  the  defendant  knew 
that,  since  the  13th  of  July,  Guy  had  not  seen  the  plaintiff, 
though  it  would  rather  appear  that  he  did,  because  it  was 
intended  that  Guy  should  see  the  plaintiff  again  on  the 
same  day,  the  29th,  and  he  went  to  the  shop  for  the  pur- 
pose but  could  not  see  him  and  then  went  back,  and  being 
pressed  by  the  wife,  signed  his  certificate— the  defendant 
having  already,  as  above  mentioned,  signed  his. 

The  order  and  the  certificates  were  as  follows : — 

"  Order  for  the  Reception  of  a  Private  Patient. 
"  Schedule  (A),  No.  1,  sects.  4,  8,  &c. 
"  I,  the  undersigned,  hereby  request  you  to  receive  njy 
husband,  Richard  Hall,  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  as  a 
patient  into  your  house. 
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*'  Subjoined  is  a  statement  respecting  the  said  Richard 
Hall. 

"Maby  Ann  Hall,  China  and  Glass  Dealer,  45, 
Tottenham  Court  Road,  wife  of  Richard  Hall. 
''  Dated  this  30th  day  of  July,  1862. 
"To  Cyrus  A.  Elliott,  Proprietor,  Munster  House,  Fulham." 

"  Statement. 
''  If  any  particulars  in  this  statement  be  not  known,  the 
fact  to  be  so  stated. 
Name  of  patient  with  christian 

name  at  length 
Sex  and  age       .... 
Married,  single,  or  widowed 
Condition   of   life   and   previous 
occupation  (if  any) . 


1862. 


Richard  Hall. 
Male;  fifty-six. 
Married. 


Religious   persuasion,  as   far  as 

known   

Previous  place  of  abode 

Whether  first  attack  . 

Age  (if  known)  on  first  attack     . 

When  and  where  previously  under 

care  and  treatment 
Duration  of  existing  attack 
Supposed  cause  .... 

Whether  subject  to  epilepsy 
Whether  suicidal         .         .         . 
Whether  dangerous  to  others 
Whether  found  lunatic  by  inquisi- 
tion, and  date  of  commission  or 
order  for  inquisition 
Special  circumstances  (if  any)  pre- 
venting the  patient  being  &x« 


China  &  glass  dealer, 
formerly  engraver. 

Protestant. 

45,  Tottenham  Court 

Road. 
No. 
About  fifty  years  of 

age. 

Not  anywhere. 

Several  years. 

Gay    company    and 

drink. 
No. 
No. 
Yes. 


No. 
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1862.  amined  before  admission,  sepa- 

--  rafely,  by  two  medical   prac- 


Semplc. 


titioners  ....     None. 

*^  Mary  Anx  Hall,  China  and  Glass  Dealer,  45, 
Tottenham  Court  Road,  wife  of  patient** 

"  Medical  CertiBcate. 

"  Schedule  (A),  No.  2,  sects-  4,  6,  8,  10,  11,  12,  13. 

"  I,  the  undersigned,  being  a  Member  of  the  Royal  Col- 
lege of  Physicians  of  London,  and  being  in  actual  practice 
as  a  physician,  hereby  certify  that  I,  on  the  28th  day  of 
July,  1862,  at  45,  Tottenham  Court  Road,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  separately  from  any  other  medical  practitioner, 
liersonally  examined  Richard  Hall,  of  Tottenham  Court 
Road,  china  warehouseman,  and  that  the  said  Richard 
Hall  is  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  and  a  proper  person  to 
be  taken  charge  of  and  detained  under  care  and  treatment, 
and  that  I  have  formed  this  opinion  upon  the  following 
grounds,  viz.: — 

"  1.  Facts  indicating  insanity  observed  by  myself: — 

''  He  had  a  wild  and  staring  look,  with  restless  eyes, 
and  nervous  agitated  manner.  He  represented  to  me  that 
his  wife  was  ruining  himself  and  business,  and  he  inti- 
mated that  she  was  improperly  associating  with  other 
men ;  he  is  evidently  labouring  under  delusions,  and  he 
acts  upon  those  delusions. 

''  2.  Other  facts  (if  any)  indicating  insanity  communis 
cated  to  me  by  others : — 

**  He  is  guilty  of  repeated  acts  of  violence;  he  constantly 
threatens  his  wife,  and  often  assaults  her;  he  sleeps  with 
a  drawn  sword  by  his  bedside,  and  declares  he  will  murder 
any  one  who  approaches  him,  and  he  has  often  threatened 
to  stab  his  wife. 

"  Robert  H.  Semplb,  8,  Torrington 
Square,  London. 

"  Dated  this  29th  day  of  July,  1862." 
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*'  Medical  Certificate.  *  .  \®^2- 

"  I,  the  undersigned,  being  a  Member  of  the  Royal  Col- 
lege of  Surgeons  and  Licentiate  of  the  Apothecaries  Com- 
pany, and  being  in  actual  practice  as  a  surgeon  and  apo- 
thecary, hereby  certify  that  I,  on  the  13th  day  of  June, 
1862,  at  45,  Tottenham  Court  Road,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  separately  from  any  other  medical  practitioner, 
personally  examined  Richard  Hall,  of  45,  Tottenham  Court 
Road,  glass  and  china  warehouseman,  and  that  the  said 
Richard  Hall  is  a  person  of  unsound  mind  and  a  proper 
person  to  be  taken  charge  of  and  detained  under  care  and 
treatment,  and  that  I  have  formed  this  opinion  upon  the 
following,  grounds,  viz.: — 

"  1.  Facts  indicating  insanity  observed  by  myself: — 
"  He  had  a  restless,  irritable  and  excited  manner,  with  a 
wild  and  glaring  look,  and  expressed  much  vindictiveness 

towards  his  wife,  and  said,  '  I  must  be  a fool  to  mind 

what  that  woman  has  said.'  He  stated  that  she  had  her 
fellows  continually  running  after  her,  and  intimated  that  I 
was  one  of  them. 

'^  2.  Other  facts  (if  any)  indicating  insanity  communi- 
cated to  me  by  others : — 

'*  On  a  former  occasion  when  I  had  called  to  see  him, 
he  had  just  before  broken  the  looking-glass  to  pieces,  also 
the  marble  mantel  and  bedstead;  had  been  brandishing 
knives  over  his  wife's  head,  and  using  horrid  language, 
sometimes  kicking  her,  tearing  her  bonnet  and  clothes  off, 
and  all  without  provocation,  as  I  find  from  neighbours  and 
old  acquaintances  that  she  is  a  discreet,  sober,  prudent 
and  patient  woman. 

"John  Guy,  13,  Golden  Square. 
«  Dated  this  29th  day  of  July,  1862." 

On  the  day  after  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  asylum, 
the  defendant,  who  had  not  seen  nor  tried  to  see  the 
sword  spoken  of  by  the  wife,  went  to  the  police  station 
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1862.  neaf^st  to  the  plaintiff's  bouse  and  pressed  the  police  to 
get  hold  of  it,  but  they  declined  to  interfere.  Some  ex- 
pressions, said  to  have  been  used  by  the  plaintiff  oo  this 
occasion,  were  relied  on  as  showing  a  consciousness  of 
rashness  in  the  statements  in  his  certificate.  In  point  of 
fact,  the  sword  was  only  an  old  theatrical  or  court  dress 
sword  which  had  belonged  to  a  brother  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  did  hang  up  in  his  bedroom.  But,  as  already  men- 
tioned, the  wife  did  not  sle^p  with  him  nor  in  his  bedroom, 
nor  had  she  done  so  for  years,  and  she  herself  stated  that 
she  scarcely  ever  had  been  in  his  bedroom  during  that 
period. 

A  day  or  two  after  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  asylum 
the  visitors  in  lunacy  saw  him ;  the  medical  attendant,  one 
Stone,  having  previously  seen  him,  as  also  the  proprietor, 
Elliott.  The  visitors  finding  that  Guy's  certificate  was 
invalid,  as  already  mentioned,  directed  the  plaintiff's  dis- 
charge on  that  ground,  and  gave  no  opinion  as  to  his 
sanity. 

The  defendant,  hearing  that  the  plaintiff  was  likely  to 
be  discharged,  wrote  to  the  proprietor  of  the  asylum  this 
letter : — 

**  Sir, — I  heard  with  surprise  that  it  is  in  contemplation 
to  send  out  of  your  asylum  a  man  named  Hall,  who  was 
taken  there  the  other  day.  As  the  man  is,'  in  my  opinion, 
a  dangerous  lunatic,  and  is  now  confined  under  legal  au- 
thority— one  of  the  certificates  being  signed  by  myself— I 
beg  that  he  may  not  be  discharged  until  his  wife,  who  is 
in  danger  of  her  life,  has  an  opportunity  of  laying  her 
cas6  before  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy,  to  whom  she 
will  appeal  immediately;  and  I  am  willing  to  appear 
before  the  Commissioners  to  justify  my  own  conduct  in  the 
matter." 

The  plaintiff,  soon  after  his  release,  about  the  middle 
of  August,  brought  the  present  action,  but  after  that,  in 
September,  the  defendant  and  one  Dr.  Webb  had  another 
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interview  with  him,  in  the  presence  of  a  married  daughter      ^  1862. 
of  his,  a  Mrs,  Harding,  and  of  two  neighbours;   as  to 
which  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial ;  and  after  this*,  the 
defendant  wrote  and  gave  the  wife  a  letter,  stating : — 

"  I  hereby  express  my  opinion  that  Mrs.  Hall  is  an 
injured  and  ill-used  woman ;  that  there  is  no  truth  what- 
ever in  the  infamous  charges  brought  against  her,  and  that 
she  fully  deserves  the  sympathy  of  her  friends." 

These  letters  were  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  as  evi- 
dence of  personal  interference  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant (a)  beyond  his  duty,  and  tending  to  prove  that  he  had 
not  acted  bond  fide. 

Such  is  the  history  of  the  case,  as  to  which  an  immense 
mass  of  evidence  was  given  in  the  course  of  several  dif- 
ferent days. 

The  plaintiff  was  called  and  examined,  and  was  cross- 
examined  as  to  violence  to  his  wife  and  the  alleged  delu- 
sions; as  to  which  he  asserted  the  fact  of  the  pawning 
and  running  into  debt,  and  denied  ever  having  made  the 
imputation  of  adultery.  His  married  daughter,  Mrs.  Hard- 
ing, was  also  called  and  gave  her  account  of  it,  which  was 
in  effect  that  there  had  been  faults  on  both  sides,  but  that 
her  father,  whom  she  described  not  only  as  quite  sane,  but 
as  remarkably  sensible,  was  least  to  blame,  and  she  denied 
ever  having  seen  or  known  of  any  acts  of  violence  to  her 
mother.  Her  evidence  was  confirmed  by  a  son-in-law  of 
the  plaintiff,  one  Wright;  by  the  two  neighbours  who  had 

(a)  At  to  the  effect  of  the  first  direct  the  seizure,  he  knew  that  the 

letter  as  evidence   of  ratification,  only  object  of  the  certificates  was  a 

see  WUton  ▼.  Tupmon,  6  M.  &  G.  seizure  of  the  plaintifTs  person. 

236,  that  the  act  ratified  must  have  The  letter,  however,  was  not  preued 

been   professedly  done  under  the  as  evidence  of  a  ratification,  nor 

authority  of  (he  person  ratifying.  was  the  attention  of  tlie  learned 

There   it  was  not  the   less  done  Judge  at  all  directed  to  it  in  that 

under  the  authority  of  the  defend-  point  of  view,  for  which  reason  it  is 

ant's  certificate,  because  it  was  aiio  mentioned,  lest  it  should  be  sup- 

dooe  under  the  authority  of  Guy's ;  posed  that  it  had  been  so  put.   See 

and  though  the  defendant  did  not  Hull  v.  PickersgUi,  1  B.  &  B.  282. 
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pffcscnt  2t  the  defeoiuirs  kst  inierriev  mith  him  in 
tke  fwesmce  of  Dr.  WebK  and  by  a  BnBber  of  oe^hbours 
uid  old  fneods.  one  of  vbooc  sav  him  on  the  night  of  his 
sieiiaBrr,  mnd  by  the  pixice  who  sav  h:si  mhm  being  taken 
io  the  a§y!am. 

The  piftnitifrs  n^^tivrs  asd  frirads  kaev  nothing  of  the 
alkged  d;lcs»:<c» :  a<  to  vhich,  wieed.  tro  taraed  ont  to  be 
no  deliisaoQS  at  a!i.  b«i  <croeg  McpnessSoi^  of  actnal  frets, 
vii^  the  rttVDs^  ars!  ntrTi^g  ict?  <ie*bc ;  azad  the  third,  as 
to  the  vife's  adcherr.  vid^  deoKif  by  hiissrii^  aad  Done  of 
the  mkswsste^  excerc  ibe  viv  azhi  Gxt,  apMand  to  have 
any  Docktt  o/  hs  exi^^ecce.  Ass^rn^  it  to  eiSst,  the  eri* 
dnK«  of  :he  lume^  ciis^ier  va^  sxficoect  to  shov  that 
it  w«)i  »x  He  ^Twaiec  <»  &:t«  b«ct  t^fre  vacs  no  other 

C%kf  of  iSe  Bec3»l  «i:3Ksses  9x^i2e  riftiics  denied  that 
nwrr  oeCii$»&>  a^  t^  iu::srs  ce  ^f$  m^iA  m^kt  occnr 
yas  a  m-Je^s  X3viifc5chy*  w«*  secess^rly  sy^upcoofts  of  in- 
sancey,  aoiiess^  rrtzcedJ  >^ :  bai  ^  cc  3»c<  d*ny.  and  Dr. 
Griftbs^  w^c  v*$  Clinic  irr  :iie  rtkiii^L  acre  dfriired  that, 
jc  6ff  a$  be  coiIc  ;v%^«  ^  s&ctcjc  ccosoer  Una  of  sonwl 
awai^  aia:^s«c«  Ui&i  joic^  ieiiisaoasw  5f  i^ry  coidd  be 
sk^va  V  Sf  T^xl.  i.  #.  ICC  men?  e^csacm^  c^'' 

■^^  ^  svnro^ms!^  ^^  irsuxcy.  Sai:^  itfiiamc  a»  he  the 
edbvf  of  iSie  poKOirdr^  i&M^-al  ;rnid»ic<  ca  ihe  tkwrj  of 
die  saaftwcv  assi  jS  ^  3)cc  «m£er  nuy^sriLly  6:301  ^he  de- 
faniaxft'^  saeisiow  e«%aeaiM  cit  Usie  ^UbSKf  j^a^necs:  Vnft  Dr. 

>te<saK  it  »  TfcWiiiNft.  ^>^  jwqajt      X*  <«^  3;^  >M.  :  E.  ^  E^Oi. 


Sbmple. 
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Griffiths  had  never  examined  the  plaintiff  with  a  view  to        1862. 
this  particular  question,  and  the  opinions  upon  it  in  this      ^tT^*^^ 
case  were  purely  hypothetical,  inasmuch  as  there  was  not      ^   v. 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  delusion,  sane  or  insane,  ever 
really  existed  in  the  plaintiff's  mind. 

For  the  defence,  the  defendant  and  Guy  were  called, 
and  spoke  to  such  facts  as  they  had  stated,  and  such 
words  as  they  had  heard  uttered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  such 
statements  as  the  wife  had  made  to  them,  and  she  was 
called  to  confirm  their  evidence,  especially  on  the  latter 
part.  But  no  other  relative  of  the  plaintiff  was  called  for 
the  defence,  nor  any  intimate  friend  of  his ;  and  the  neigh- 
bours alluded  to  in  the  certificates,  one  or  two  of  whom 
were  called,  appeared  to  be  persons  to  whom  the  medical 
men  had  been  referred  by  the  wife,  and  were  not  intimate 
with  the  plaintiff.  And  it  appeared  that  (except  as  above 
stated)  the  medical  men  had  acted  chiefly  on  the  wife's 
statements  to  them,  and  that  the  defendant  had  chiefly 
acted  on  her  statements  and  Guy's. 

Dr.  Webb,  being  called  for  the  defendant,  admitted,  on 
cross-examination,  that  he  should  not  have  signed  the 
certificate  on  the  facts  as  they  appeared  to  have  been  pre- 
sented to  the  defendant  when  he  signed  it. 

Guy  stated  that  the  plaintiff  seemed  to  labour  under  a 
"  monomaniacal  aversion"  to  his  wife  without  any  sufficient 
cause.  But  Guy  had,  as  the  learned  Judge  stated,  evi- 
dently espoused  the  wife's  cause  very  strongly,  having 
taken  his  idea  of  the  case  chiefly  from  her,  and  having 
seen  the  plaintiff  only  once  or  twice  on  occasions  when 
she  had  called  him  in,  and  when  the  plaintiff  was  under 
great  excitement,  and  there  had  been  quarrels  between 
them.  And  there  was  no  other  evidence  that  the  aversion 
was  irrational  or  "monomaniacal"  than  that  the  wife  and 
one  or  two  of  her  partisans  stated  that  she  was  not  to 
blame,  whereas  the  daughter  stated  that  she  was. 

It  had  been  contended  in  the  course  of  the  trial  that  if 
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1862.        the  forms  of  the  act  had  been  pursued — at  all  events  if 
bona  fide — it  was  sufficient  (a). 

The  learned  Judge  had  intimated  that  he  thought  the 
question  would  not  turn  on  malice  or  mala  fides,  but  on 
negligence,  and  he  therefore  proposed  to  amend  the  second 
count  by  inserting  instead  of  the  word  '' maliciously  **  the 
word  *'  negligently,"  and  he  also  intimated  that  as  it  did 
not  appear  either  that  the  defendant  had  any  concern  in 
the  actual  taking  of  the  plaintiff,  or  with  Guy's  signing  of 
the  certificate,  the  first  and  third  grounds  of  complaint 
failed,  and  it  came  therefore  to  the  question  whether  the 
defendant  had  used  reasonable  care  in  finding  out  the 
truth  before  he  gave  his  own  certificate. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Crompton,  J.,  thus  summed  up : — ^The  learned  counsd 
were  right  in  regarding  the  case  as  one  of  very  considerable 
importance,  not  only  with  reference  to  the  personal  liberty 
of  the  subject — when  a  party  is  put  under  restraint  in  a 
case  of  this  kind — but  also  with  reference  to  the  medical 
profession.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  of  great  importance  that 
they  should  very  carefully  sign  ceitificates  of  this  kind, 
and  that  personal  liberty  should  not  be  interfered  with 
improperly  by  any  abuse  of  the  power  which  the  law  has 
entrusted  to  these  parties;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
very  important  to  the  medical  profession  that  if  a  person 
acts  really  bond  fide  under  the  authority  of  the  act  by 
which  these  duties  are  assigned  to  him,  he  should  not  be 
made  responsible  for  a  mere  error  in  judgment  or  mistake 
of  facts.  It  is  also  very  important  to  the  interests  of  the 
public  that  persons  who  are  really  lunatics  should  be  im- 
mediately taken  care  of.  Very  often  it  is  a  difficult  and 
delicate  matter  to  be  decided  upon,  and  we  all  know  what 
lamentable  mischief  sometimes  arises  through  lunatics  not 
being  put  under  restraint  at  the  proper  time.  Again  and 
again  we  see  in  the  Criminal  Courts  what  lamentable  con- 
Co)  FUicher  v.  FUtcher,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  134;  1  E.  &  E.  420. 
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sequences  ensue  from  even  a  few  hours'  delay.    The  case^        1862. 
therefore,  in  all  its  bearings  is  one  of  very  great  public 
importance,  and  I  am  sure,  therefore,  that  you  will,  with 
great  care,  apply  to  the  facts  the  law  as  I  shall  lay  it  down 
to  you. 

If  the  plaintiff's  case  was  well  founded,  no  doubt  it 
would  be  a  sad  thing  if  there  were  no  redress.  But  that 
is  assuming  the  absence  of  reasonable  cause  or  reasonable 
care.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  lamentable  if, 
where  no  blame  really  attached  to  the  medical  man,  he  was 
to  be  ruined  merely  for  having  acted  bond  Jide  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  duty  which  the  statute  has  imposed  upon 
him.  The  statutes  passed  to  regulate  the  confinement 
and  care  of  lunatics  have  not  put  the  powers  of  the  act 
only  into  the  hands  of  medical  practitioners  who  have  par- 
ticularly devoted  themselves  to  matters  of  the  kind :  and 
it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  very  often  it  would  be  im- 
practicable to  call  in  such  practitioners.  The  medical  man 
must  be  called  in  at  once,  and  is  called  upon  to  act  at 
once  (a);  and  the  statutes  seem  to  make  very  wise  provisions 
for  such  cases,  which  it  is  very  important  to  understand  the 
effect  of  with  reference  to  their  bearing  on  the  case  before 
us.  The  statutes  require  that  before  any  person  shall  be 
sent  to  an  asylum  two  medical  men  shall  each  separately 
sign  and  give  certificates,  after  due  examination,  and  shall 
state  in  the  certificates  the  facts  upon  which  they  have 
formed  their  opinion,  distinguishing  the  facts  they  have 
stated  of  their  own  knowledge  from  those  which  they  have 
heard  from  others.  These  certificates  are  to  be  the  basis 
of  the  power  to  send  a  person  to  an  asylum.  The  keeper 
of  the  asylum,  however,  is  not  to  act  upon  these  alone. 
The  person  who  applies  for  them  is  obliged  to  come  for- 
ward ostensibly  and  sign  an  order  to  the  keeper  of  the 
asylum  to  receive  the  party  thus  certified  to  be  a  lunatic, 

(a)  In   cases  of  dangerous  lu-      Wakem^  ante^  p.  328  ;  the  statute  is 
natics;  om  to  which,  see  Scott  v.     not  needed,  however,  in  such  cases. 
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1862.  ^  and  also  to  sabscribe  a  printed  form  with  answers  to  cer- 
tain questions.  The  keeper  of  the  asylam  is  subject  to 
Tery  serere  penalties  if  he  receiTes  a  party  without  the 
proper  order  and  certificates.  So  that  there  is  the  safe- 
guard of  having  the  certificates  of  the  medical  men,  and 
also  the  further  safeguard  of  knowing  who  the  party  is 
who  is  putting  the  patient  under  restraint.  Then,  when 
these  documents  go  to  the  keeper  of  the  lunatic  asylum,  he 
is  to  send  them  to  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy,  and 
they,  having  them  before  them,  come  in  their  r^ular  visi- 
tations and  see  the  party  who  is  confined.  These,  you  see, 
are  the  wise  provisions  made  for  the  purpose  of  precaution, 
requiring  the  medical  men  to  discharge  a  certain  duty  ia 
making  an  examination  of  the  party,  and  also  requiring 
the  party  who  is  sending  the  patient  to  the  asylum  to  sign 
a  certain  document  containing  the  answers  to  certain 
questions ;  and  all  these  documents  are  sent  to  the  Com- 
missioners. 

Now,  the  plaintifi*  originally  shaped  his  case  in  two 
ways.  The  first  charged  the  defendant  with  being  a  party 
to  his  arrest,  and  actually  causing  him  to  be  seized  and 
imprisoned.  But  I  think  that,  looking  at  the  whole  of 
the  evidence,  there  was  hardly  sufficient  evidence  to  charge 
him  in  that  way.  The  wife  applied,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  before  sending  the  husband  to  the  asylum  the 
defendant  interfered  in  any  way,  except  by  going  to  see 
him  and  examining  him,  and  going  again  to  make  a  cer- 
tain other  inquiry.  It  would  be  hardly  satisfactory  to  yoa 
to  proceed  upon  that  ground  of  complaint;  and,  indeed,  it 
seems  to  have  been  virtually  abandoned,  and  the  real 
ground  of  complaint  seems  to  be  contained  in  the  second 
count 

That  count  charges  that  the  defendant,  being  a  physician, 
falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  cause,  and 
with  intent  to  cause  the  plaintiff  to  be  put  under  restraint, 
as  of  unsound  mind,  did,  as  such  physician,  sign  a  certifi- 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH.  363 

cate  whereby  he  falsely  and  maliciously  certified  that  he,  ^  1862, 
being  a  physician,  had  examined  the  plaintiff  and  found 
him  to  be  of  unsound  mind.  The  evidence  seems  chiefly 
to  relate  to  that  part  of  the  charge.  There  is,  indeed,  an 
allegation  that  he  did  falsely  and  maliciously  cause  and 
induce  Guy  to  give  a  similar  certificate ;  and  if  you  take 
the  view  that  he  falsely  and  maliciously  signed  his  own, 
probably  you  might  think  that  he  induced  Guy  to  do  so 
too.  But  if  you  think  that  it  was  rather  a  case  of  negli- 
gence than  of  malice,  then  that  other  part  of  the  charge 
will  hardly  arise.  The  question  is  certainly  for  you ; 
but  so  far  as  the  evidence  goes  it  seems  that  Guy  had 
espoused  the  cause  of  the  wife  very  strongly,  and  that  he 
rather  induced  the  defendant  to  sign  than  that  the  defend- 
ant induced  him  to  do  so.  This  would  probably  appear 
hardly  a  safe  ground  to  proceed  upon. 

Then  the  declaration  goes  on  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  or  fit  to  be  put  into  an 
asylum,  as  the  defendant  well  knew.  Now,  the  complaint 
in  this  count  seems  to  come  to  this, — ''  You  did  this  with- 
out having  any  reasonable  ground  for  supposing  that  he 
was  insane.'*  It  had  struck  me  at  first  that  the  action  was 
like  one  for  a  malicious  prosecution  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause,  in  which  malice  as  well  as  the  absence  of 
reasonable  cause  is  required.  But,  on  consideration,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  so  in  this  case ;  and  that  if  the 
defendant  signed  the  certificate  without  reasonable  grounds, 
and  without  proper  examination  and  inquiries,  this  would 
be  acting  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause ;  and  that 
it  came  to  this,  whether  the  defendant  had  neglected  his 
duty  to  make  such  examination  or  inquiries,  and  that,  if 
so,  the  action  would  be  maintainable.  Therefore  I  pro- 
posed to  amend  the  declaration,  and  insert  in  it  the  word 
**  negligently,"  instead  of  "  maliciously  ;**  so  that  it  now 
stands  thus — that  the  defendant  negligently  and  without 
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reasonable  ground  or  cause,  signed  the  certificate.  That 
was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  counsel, 
buty  I  think,  without  ground ;  for  all  through  the  case  it 
had  been  contended  that  the  certificate  had  been  properly 
given;  which  of  course  involved  that  it  had  not  been  given 
without  proper  examination  and  inquiries.  So  that  the 
charge  of  negligence,  as  I  have  put  it,  seemed  to  be  vir- 
tually involved  in  the  complaint,  and  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  was  only  to  put  it  formally  on  the  record. 

It  appears  to  me  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  malice  is 
not  necessary  to  give  the  right  of  action.  I  will  tell  yon 
why  I  think  so.  In  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution 
it  is  so  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  that  action,  and, 
therefore,  no  matter  how  maliciously  the  thing  was  done, 
the  action  does  not  lie  if  there  was  any  reasonable  cause. 
But  that  is  not  the  kind  of  complaint  which  is  made  here. 
The  true  ground  of  his  complaint  is  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  and  the  want  of  due  care  in  the  discharge  of  the 
duty  thrown  upon  him;  and  I  think  that  if  a  person 
assumes  the  duty  of  a  medical  man  under  this  statute  and 
signs  a  certificate  of  insanity  which  is  untrue,  without 
making  the  proper  examination  or  inquiries  which  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  would  require  from  a  medical  man 
using  proper  care  and  skill  in  such  a  matter, — if  he  states 
that  which  is  untrue,  and  damage  ensues  to  the  party 
thereby,  he  is  liable  to  an  action,  and  it  is  to  that  I  desire 
to  direct  your  particular  attention.  Take  me,  then,  as 
telling  you,  in  point  of  law,  that  if  a  medical  man  assumes 
under  Uiis  statute  the  duty  of  signing  such  a  certificate, 
without  making,  and  by  reason  of  his  not  making,  a  due 
and  proper  examination,  and  sqch  inquiries  as  are  neces- 
sary, and  which  a  medical  man  under  such  circumstances 
ought  to  make  and  is  called  on  to  make,  not  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  extremest  possible  care,  but  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  so  that  he  is  guilty  of  culpable  negligence, 
and  damage  ensue ;  then  that  an  action  will  lie,  although 
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there  has  been  no  spiteful  or  improper  motive,  and  though  1862. 
the  certificate  is  not  false  to  his  knowledge.  I  repeat  that 
(apart  from  the  special  point  raised  upon  the  statute),  if  a 
person  assumes  to  sign  such  a  certificate  and  does  so 
untruly,  without  making  proper  examination  or  inquiries, 
that  is,  such  as  the  circumstances  of  the  cade  would  re- 
quire from  a  medical  practitioner,  and  which  ought  to  be 
made  by  him,  then,  if  damage  ensues,  he  is  liable  to  an 
action  for  such  damage.  Of  course,  as  I  shall  explain 
afterwards,  tliat  would  not  apply  to  a  mere  error  in  judg- 
ment. It  is  not  that  a  medical  man  is  bound  to  form  a 
right  judgment,  so  as  to  be  liable  to  action  if  he  does  not. 
There  are  cases  of  insanity  w4)ich  are  very  difficult  to  deal 
with  or  to  understand.  But  what  be  is  required  to  do  is 
to  make  an  examination ;  and,  if  it  be  necessary,  to  make 
ftirther  inquiries,  and  not  to  act  without  such  inquiries  as 
may  be  required.  It  would  be  dreadful  if  a  man  were  to 
be  visited,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  for  consequences  arising 
from  mere  error  in  judgment  or  mistake  in  fact.  There 
must,  to  make  him  liable,  be  negligence  of  the  nature  I 
have  described ;  negligence  in  the  discharge  of  those  pro- 
per duties  which  it  must  be  taken  he  has  assumed  in  un- 
dertaking to  sign  the  certificate  of  insanity ;  and  if  you 
are  satisfied  that  there  has  been  negligence  with  reference 
to  these  matters, — culpable  negligence  as  I  have  described 
it, — then  be  is  liable.  That  question  is  entirely  for  you 
upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence.  It  is  for  me  to  lay  down 
as  law,  that  the  nature  of  the  action  is,  for  breach  of  the 
duty  cast  upon  the  medical  man,  the  discharge  of  which  ia 
BO  important  to  the  liberties  of  his  fellow  subjects,  and 
that  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty  he  is  bound  to  use  aU 
reasonable  care. 

It  is  clear  that  the  statute  intends  that  the  medical  man 
shall  make  an  examination  of  the  patient.  It  has  been 
contended,  however,  that  it  is  not  obligatory  upon  him  to 
make  any  further  inquiries.     But  it  appears  upon  the  evi« 
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1^>^^  dence  tlmt  the  defrrArit  was  Dot  ntHfied  «idb  tbe  prr- 
H^^^  KMtiU  eJUUDioatJoo ;  and  that  joa  mut  take  to  be  tbe  fivt, 
and  coosider  wbetiier  it  would  not  tbrov  npoo  bin  tbe 
doty  of  further  ioqaiiies.  Yon  eoobl  baidlj  aiy  that  be 
was  acting  '^  oodcr  the  aathohtj"  of  tbe  act,  if  be  bad 
aigDed  the  certificate  solely  apoo  aa  ezaaunatioQ  vitb 
which  he  was  not  satisfied.  But  althoi^h  I  tell  yoa%i  a 
matter  of  law  that  the  actioo  in  the  case  I  have  soppoaed 
would  lie  without  malice,  I  shall  ask  yoo  the  qoestioQ 
whether  the  act  was  done  maliciously,  becanse,  if  so,  theie 
would  be  of  course  a  clear  cause  of  action  with  a  view  to 
any  question  of  law  that  might  afterwards  arise,  though  I 
entertain  no  doubt  about  the  action  lying  without  malice. 
If  the  defendant  knew  that  he  was  giving  a  fSdae  eertifi- 
cate  it  would  be  a  very  serious  case  indeed.  But  yoa  can 
hardly  say  upon  the  evidence  that  he  meant  anything  so 
wicked  as  to  give  such  a  certificate,  knowing  it  to  be 
false. 

Tbe  principal  questions,  then,  to  which  I  desire  to  direct 
your  attention  are  these, — first,  whether  you  think  that  he 
signed  the  certificate,  untrue  in  fact,  negligently  and  im« 
properly  and  without  making  proper  and  sufficient  in- 
quiries. Now,  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  in  a  matter  of 
tliis  kind,  which  is  not  like  a  mere  preliminary  inquiry 
before  a  magistrate,  but  a  proceeding  upon  which  a  man  is 
to  be  at  once  consigned  to  imprisonment  as  a  lunatic,  very 
considerable  care  is  necessary.  It  will  be  for  your  consi- 
deration what  degree  of  care  is  necessary  so  as  to  make 
out  by  the  absence  of  it  a  case  of  culpable  negligence* 
One  can  hardly  say  precisely  what  that  degree  of  care  may 
|>e.  It  could  not  be  said,  perhaps,  that  the  medical  man 
is  bound  to  examine  every  person  connected  with  the 
party.  The  matter  is  for  you.  You  are  acquainted  with 
the  ordinary  exigencies  of  life;  you  must  judge  as  men  of 
the  world  by  the  light  of  your  own  common  sense.  It  is 
a  matter  which,  you  see,  depends  somewhat  upon  degree. 
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It  is  said  that  one  man  might  be  satisfied  with  a  quicker  1862. 
examination  than  another.  We^  for  instance^  should  take 
a  long  time  before  we  should  be  able  to  form  a  judgment 
on  a  matter  of  this  kind.  A  person  experienced  in  such 
matters  might  decide  more  quickly,  while  an  ordinary 
medical  practitioner  might  require  a  longer  time.  We 
may  take  it^  however^  as  clear  that  considerable  care  ought 
to  be  used ;  and  the  question  for  you  is  whether  the  pro- 
per degree  of  care  was  used,  or  whether  there  was  that 
culpable  negligence  which  has  been  imputed  to  the  de- 
fendant. It  is  not  a  mere  mistake  or  error  in  judgment 
which  would  amount  to  such  negligence,  but  you  must  be 
satisfied  that  there  was  culpable  negligence. 

Apart  from  that,  I  wish  to  ask  you  whether  the  certifi- 
cate was  false  to  his  knowledge ;  not  because  I  think  it 
material  that  it  should  have  been  so,  but  because  a  question 
of  law  might  arise.  If  a  physician  were  to  sign  such  a 
certificate,  knowing  it  to  be  false,  he  would  be  very  wicked, 
and  it  would  be  a  crime  which  is  made  severely  punishable 
under  the  statute.  This  is  very  much  the  same  question 
as  if  it  was  maliciously  done.  Malice  does  not  mean  merely 
spite,  but  any  improper  motive ;  and  to  do  or  assist  another 
in  doing  what  one  knows  to  be  wrong  and  wicked  is  to 
act  maliciously.  Does  the  evidence  lead  your  minds  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  defendant  so  acted  in  this  case  ?  I 
ask  you  the  question  rather  with  reference  to  points  of  law 
which  might  be  raised  if  it  were  not  answered.  Do  you 
think  the  certificate  was  wilfully  false  or  malicious?  It 
might  be  reckless  and  negligent,  and  yet  not  malicious ; 
and  I  direct  you,  if  you  are  satisfied  that  there  was  cul- 
pable negligence  as  I  have  explained  it,  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff — that  is,  if  you  find  that  the  certificate  was  untrue 
in  fact,  and  that  he  signed  it  without  making  due  and 
proper  inquiries.  Reasonable  and  probable  cause  seems 
here  to  come  very  much  to  the  same  thing  as  reasonable 
care.     If  there  was  a  want  of  proper  examination,  and  of 
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1862.  iDquiries  arising  out  of  it,  and  if  the  defendant  acted  care- 
lessly and  recklessly,  then  there  would  be  a  want  of  reason- 
able cause,  because  a  want  of  reasonable  care. 

Then  I  have  further  to  ask  you,  with  a  view  to  a  point 
of  law  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  whether  the 
defendant  bona  fide  believed  in  tlie  truth  of  the  certificate 
from  the  inquiries  he  made,  and  believed  that  he  was  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  act  and  was  authorized  by  the 
act  to  do  as  he  did.  It  is  contended  that,  if  so,  he  is  pro- 
tected under  the  105th  section  of  the  Act  of  1845,  even 
although  he  was  guilty  of  culpable  negligence.  I  direct 
you  in  point  of  law  that  it  is  not  so.  But  it  may  be  as 
well,  to  save  the  expense  of  another  trial,  to  have  that 
question  answered.  There  are  cases  in  the  books  ahowing 
that  men  may  be  acting  sometimes  in  pursuance  of  ^ 
statute  even  although  they  may  have  overstepped  its  en- 
actments and  gone  beyond  its  authority  (a)«  But  thos0 
cases  refer  to  provisions  as  to  notice  or  limitation  of  action, 
and  assume  that  something  wrong  has  been  done,  the 
object  being  to  afford  an  opportunity  of  making  amends. 
And  here  the  former  part  of  the  provision  relied  upon  does 
relate  to  notice  or  limitation  of  action,  and  therefore  the 
words  "in  pursuance  of  the  act"  are  used.  It  is  provided 
tl)at  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  person  for 
anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  unless  the  same 
shall  be  commenced  within  twelve  months ;  and  if  this 
action  had  not  been  commenced  within  that  period  I 
should  have  thought  that  part  of  the  section  applied.  But 
then  it  goes  on  to  provide  that  the  party  sued  may  show  as 
a  defence  that  he  has  acted  **  in  pursuance  and  under  the 
authority  of  the  act''  Here  the  phrase  is  not  merely  **  in 
pursuance  of  the  act,"  but  "  under  the  authority  of  the  act," 
that  is  authorized  by  the  act ;  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  an  act  of  culpable  negligence  cannot  be  said  to  be 
"authorized  by  the  act."  It  is  my  opinion  strongly  that 
(u)  See  Uttd  v.  Cokcr,  13  C.  B.  850,  wbere  thoie  cases  are  cited. 
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such  a  case  is  not  within  the  protection  of  that  provision,  ^  1862, 
It  could  not  be  pretended  that  a  case  of  mah'ce  or  of  wilful 
falsehood  was  so;  and  if  a  duty  which  the  act  throws 
upon  the  medical  man  is  culpably  neglected,  and  he  acts 
without  performing  that  duty,  he  cannot  make  out  as  a 
defence  that  he  was  *'  authorized''  by  the  act  to  do  as  he 
did.  Stilly  as  it  is  most  desirable  that  we  should  settle 
now  any  question  of  fact  which  can  possibly  arise,  I  will 
ask  you  to  tell  me  whether  you  think  the  defendant  bond 
fide  believed  in  the  truth  of  his  certificate,  even  supposing 
you  should  think  it  a  case  of  culpable  negligence?  Did 
he  bon&Jide  believe  that  he  was  acting  under  the  authority 
of  the  act,  and  that  he  was  authorized  to  act  as  he  did  ?  I 
ask  you  that,  but  direct  you,  at  the  same  time,  that  if  you 
think  it  was  a  case  of  culpable  negligence  as  I  have  ex- 
plained it,  you  should  find  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  that  case  you  will  have  to  consider  the  question  of 
damages — as  to  which — although  you  give  damages  by 
way  of  compensation  rather  than  of  punishment,  your 
estimate  of  damages  may  depend  on  the  view  you  take  of 
the  circumstances,  whether  you  think  this  was  a  case  of 
oppression  or  only  a  mistake.  You  may  possibly  think 
that  there  may  have  been  some  violence  of  manner  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  which  may  have  misled  the  medical 
men,  and  so  to  some  extent  led  to  this  misfortune. 

The  main  question,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is,  as  to  negli- 
gence or  want  of  reasonable  care  ;  and  as  to  that,  the  real 
test,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  how  matters  would  appear  to 
the  defendant  under  all  the  circumstances;  and  you  should 
endeavour  as  far  as  possible  to  put  yourselves  in  his  situa- 
tion, and  see  how  far  appearances  were  sufficient,  without 
any  further  inquiries  than  he  made.  We  have  had  a  great 
deal  of  evidence  as  to  the  conduct  of  these  two  parties — 
the  husband  and  the  wife,  and  the  question  of  the  plain- 
tiff's sanity  or  insanity.  It  was  impossible  to  exclude 
these  matters,  but  they  are  not  the  matters  which  you  have 
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1862.  to  try,  and  neither  of  these  matters  would  decide  the  ques- 
tion which  we  have  to  try.  We  are  not  trying  whether 
the  plaintiff  was  sane  or  insane ;  it  is  impossible^  however, 
to  exclude  that  question ;  as  to  which  you  have  had  the 
evidence  of  many  of  the  neighbours.  Now,  Deighbours, 
in  a  case  of  delusion,  are  not  always  judges.  Delusions 
may  be  hidden  from  their  eyes.  We  have  strong  evidence, 
however,  from  a  medical  man  who  saw  the  plaintiff  just 
before  he  was  taken.  The  medical  evidence,  however,  was 
not  so  strong  upon  this  point  as  I  had  anticipated  it  would 
be  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  (a).  The  visitors  in  lunacy 
did  not  dispose  of  the  case  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiflf 
was  sane.  They  did  not  decide  the  question  at  all.  They 
have  been  reproached  with  not  having  done  so.  But  I 
don*t  know  whether  they  were  bound  to  do  so  when  it  was 
quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  legally  detained  on 
the  certificates  as  they  stood.  They  might  have  felt  great 
doubt  upon  it;  and  it  would  rather  appear  that  they 
thought  it  a  case  on  which  they  had  not  made  up  their 
minds,  though  they  paid  considerable  attention  to  it.  The 
certificate  of  Guy  was  given  on  an  examination  three 
weeks  before,  whereas  the  act  requires  that  it  should  be 
within  seven  days.  It  was  said  that  this  might  have  been 
amended  if  the  visitors  had  really  thought  the  plaintiff 
insane;  but  I  don't  see  how  it  could  have  been  amended, 
as  it  was  not  a  mere  informality.  There  had  been  no 
proper  examination,  and  therefore  there  was  no  legal  foun- 
dation for  the  proceeding,  and  the  whole  fell  to  the  ground. 
I  cannot,  therefore,  blame  the  Commissioners  for  saying 
at  once  that  the  man  could  not  be  detained  on  those  cer- 
tificates, and  for  not  giving  any  decided  opinion  upon 
whether  he  was  sane  or  insane. 

(a)  This  of  course  was  spoken  be  for  the  defendant  to  make  out 

with  reference  to  a  count  for  want  that  the  plaintiff  was  insane ;  not 

of  due  care.  On  a  count  in  trespass,  for  the  plaintiiT  to  show  that  he  was 

with  a  plea  of  justification,  it  would  sane. 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH.  361 

Let  us  now  look  at  the  effect  of  the  medical  evidence,  not  1862. 
forgetting  that  it  is  not  simply  a  question  of  sanity  or  insanity, 
although  that  incidentally  arises  and  is  necessary  to  be  con- 
sidered ;  but  we  are  not  deciding  it,  except  so  far  as  may  be 
material  in  determining  the  main  question.  In  trying  that 
question,  you  can  see  that  there  was  considerable  provocation 
on  both  sides,  and  the  husband  admitted  the  use  of  very  dis- 
gusting words,  hateful  to  female  ears  (a).  The  wife,it  is  plain, 
entertained  very  strong  feelings  towards  him,  and  he,  very 
likely,  was  bitter  against  her.  You  may  think  the  strength 
of  the  evidence  on  that  head  is  in  favour  of  the  husband, 
but  it  is  plain  there  was  great  bitterness  on  both  sides; 
and  it  is  clear  that  the  wife  had  for  some  years  been  trying 
to  get  rid  of  her  husband  by  having  him  put  into  a  lunatic 
asylum,  and  that  the  certificates  of  insanity  all  arose  from 
her  suggestion.  It  is  plain  also  that,  as  I  said  before,  Guy 
had  very  strongly  espoused  her  cause  and  had  a  feeling 
about  it.  We  are  not  now  trying  either  the  wife  or  Guy  ; 
but  it  is  plain,  that  with  their  feelings,  they  would  make 
very  strong  representations  to  the  defendant,  who  does  not 
appear  to  have  known  them  before.  The  conduct  of  Guy 
is  only  material  in  that  point  of  view,  as  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  in  a  great  degree  relied  upon  his  statements; 
and,  as  I  said  before,  we  should  look  on  matters  as  they 
would  appear  to  the  defendant  when  he  was  called  upon  to 
act.  He  did  not  know  what  had  gone  before ;  and  in  a 
case  of  lunacy,  as  in  any  medical  case,  a  great  deal  depends 
on  the  history  of  the  case. 

The  first  question  would  be  whether  inquiries  were  ne- 
cessary. Sometimes  a  mere  examination  of  the  party 
might  be  sufficient ;  but  the  history  of  the  case,  where  it 
is  one  of  doubt  or  difficulty,  is  always  of  the  greatest  con- 
sequence; and  here  particularly  so,  for  the  defendant 
himself  stated  that  on  a  mere  examination  of  the  patient 
he  could  not  come  to  a  conclusion  without  further  inquiry, 
(a)    Vide  anU,  pp.  339,  341. 
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1862.  It  is  gaid  that  bis  opinion  was  ultimately  founded  princi- 
pally on  the  supposed  existence  of  delusions.  Now,  a  de- 
lusiouy  of  course,  does  not  mean  a  mere  mistake  of  fact 
Hundreds  of  people  may  have  notions  that  their  friends 
have  injured  them  or  their  wives  deceived  them,  not  founded 
on  fact,  and  yet  not  delusions,  as  we  now  use  the  word. 
By  delusions  we  understand  ideas  fixed  in  the  mind  with- 
out anything  to  lead  any  rational  being  to  entertain 
them  (a).  These  delusions  often  accompany  insanity,  and 
so  are  taken  to  be  indicia  of  insanity ;  and  in  this  case,  no 
doubt,  it  is  extremely  important,  when  so  much  stress  is 
laid  on  ''  delusions,"  to  make  up  our  minds  first  whether 
they  had  any  real  foundation  in  fact.  Now,  I  should  very 
much  doubt  the  case  of  the  defendant  if  it  rested  on  his 
examination  of  the  plaintiff  alone.  It  was  a  very  short 
one,  and  he  himself  said  it  led  him  to  no  certain  conclu- 
sion ;  and  what  took  place  at  it  is  doubtful,  as  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  gave  contradictory  evidence  about  iL  It  is 
agreed  he  was  not  there  above  ten  minutes. 

One  great  matter,  as  one  of  the  supposed  delusions,  was 
whether  the  plaintiff  charged  his  wife  with  infidelity.  It  is 
admitted  that  something  was  said  about  men  coming  after 
her(&).  The  plaintiff  said  he  used  the  words  '' tally-men,"  or 
tradesmen  coming  afler  debts;  but  if  these  words  were  not 
used,  or  were  not  observed,  the  defendant  may  have  fallen 
into  a  mistake,  and  a  mere  mistake  is  not  negligence. 
Having  been  told  by  the  wife  that  this  was  one  of  the  de- 
lusions he  would  naturally  connect  with  it  the  expressions 
as  to  men  coming  afler  her.  You  will  consider  what  took 
place  on  that  occasion;  but  what  strikes  me  is,  that  at 
the  end  of  it  the  defendant  states  he  was  not  satisfied 
and  had  not  made  up  his  mind,  and  this  seems  to  throw 
us  upon  the  subsequent  inquiries  with  a  view  to  see 
whether  he  was  properly  satisfied  with  them.     It  would 

(rt)    Hc/c  an/e,  p.  318.  (6)  Hc/c  «n/c,  pp.  339,  341. 
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be  culpable  negligence  on  his  part  if  he  did  not  make  due        1862. 
inquiries. 

It  is  said  that  he  ought  to  have  made  inquiries  of  the 
man*s  near  neighbours  and  old  friends^  and  especially  of 
of  his  grown-up  children  and  sons-in-law.  It  is  easy,  after 
the  event,  to  say  what  should  have  been  done,  and  it  is 
better  to  consider  whether  what  the  defendant  really  did 
was  sufficient.  It  is  said  he  should  have  gone  to  Dr. 
Griffiths,  the  regular  medical  attendant  of  the  family  {  and 
it  would  have  been  better  if  he  had  done  so.  Still,  the 
wife  had  applied  to  him,  and  referred  him  to  Guy,  and  it 
was  natural  that  he  should  follow  her  lead.  On  the  other 
band,  it  would  have  been  but  natural  that  be  should  also 
go  to  the  medical  man  to  whom  the  patient  referred  him. 
It  is  very  important,  however,  to  consider  what  effect  the 
first  interview  was  likely  to  produce  on  the  mind  of  the 
defendant,  and  especially  as  to  subsequent  communications. 
We  may  be  sure,  from  what  we  saw  of  the  wife,  that  she 
would  put  her  view  and  her  complaints  as  strongly  as  she 
could ;  and  so  as  to  Guy,  who  would  speak  strongly  from 
the  feeling  which  he  had  imbibed  in  her  favour,  and  who 
seems  rather  to  have  led  the  defendant  than  to  have  been 
led  by  him. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  after 
the  plaintiff's  discharge  showed  that  he  was  aware  that  he 
had  acted  wrongly ;  and  his  visit  to  the  police  station,  and 
his  letters  to  the  proprietor  of  the  asylum  and  to  the  wife 
are  relied  on.  He  may  have  been  afraid  that  there  was 
not  evidence  enough  to  support  his  certificate,  and  may 
have  wished  to  get  hold  of  the  sword  with  that  view.  He 
no  doubt  did  several  foolish  things — for  instance,  in 
writing  that  letter — stating  that  the  man  was  a  **  dangerous 
lunatic."  Still  he  may  have  done  that  honestly,  although 
foolishly;  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  his  conduct  or 
letters  are  evidence  of  malice  or  wilful  falsehood. 

I  am  anxious  rather  to  put  the  case,  however,  upon 
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UCS.  wiiat  I  deem  to  be  the  real  rr-miiy  «tz.«  wbetfaer  Ae 
efideQce  satisfies  yon  that  there  wss  coIpaiEiie  ii^!ig<eiiis  ? 
loflsuurr  is  a  deiicaDs  matter.  Perhaps  aa  t&at  nanmnt 
tiiere  ooeht  to  be  the  greater  care.  SuJL  negiiaqiee  must 
be  made  cot,  ami  the  qoesdoa  S^t  yin  s  baw  br  it  is 
made  cut  ?  Tliere  was  a  great  body  of  evidence  on.  t&e 
€Hie  »de.  and  oa  the  other,  ehiedy  (Erected  oa  t&e  qaestsoa 
cf  §anicy  cr  InsanitT.  The  condTict  of  these  parties^  t&e 
bashand  and  the  wife^  towards  each  other,  is  aalj  —«<*w^ 
fo  &r  as  it  bear3  cu  the  q^zestioa  of  the  exstence  of  t&eae 
alleged  delosicas.  The  defendant,  in  his  certi&afie,  sfeita 
AftC;  m  his  opinfioa,  the  pLiiotiit  b  fnsane,  ami,  on  tk 
groiinds  he  self  ferth,  joa  will  jodre  a^  the  tmth.  < 
croaai^  with  reference  to  the  e^ideace.  ^Gay  ( 
and  drnk  '^  are  stated,  but  oi  those  there  appears  little^  if 
asjye^jience.  As  to  riolence  of  temper :  whan  the  pftuBtiff' 
was  ieiaed,  he  seems  to  have  shown  coosidera&fe  camamaA 
over  his  temper.  The  oei^hbocrs  stated  that  there  vc»  bo 
trace  of  insaclrr  aboot  die  man.  and  certaiafr  tkre  was 
itde  eridence  of  it.  His  v^aCeace  cowan£s  his  wife,  the 
medical  man  had  taken  to  show  a  *^  aoaomaafiieal  aier- 
s&aa  to  his  wi&.'*'  Bat  as  to  its  bem^  monntiiiiHif  il, 
there  »  evidence  that  It  was  coc  wholj  irradefxal,  far  the 
daughter  was  call'id  and  ^ve  testfoonj  in  CLitoar  of  her 
fither.  but  staoed  iLit  there  was  ^reat  rn^vccatico  oa  both 
sde&  As  to  the  alle;^ed  deltisroa  aboat  infidefitr,  the  hat- 
band denied  the  sdea ;  acd,  3S  to  the  pawnizxg,  the  wife  ad- 
mitted the  bet.  As  to  the  alleged  delicaca  aboot  iwmii^ 
it  was  proved  berocd  a  d^cbc  that  there  was  oq  the  pait 
ct  the  wife  seme  runaicg  into  cebc  and  pawning  of  gocds, 
w  iiich  were  suppceed  to  hiTe  been  de-IisS?cs  of  the  hesband. 
Tbe  great  tict  bejood  dSspate  w*is  that  these  parties  bad 
a  great  aTersioc  to  each  ocber.  Xcw,  bate  cf  acother  per- 
siHL  maT  eccfc$t:t3te  a  de!c5ft:a  when  h  b  withoat  any 
ncocal  rVi- ii:.':r.  0--e  of  -J^*?  Tievfxri:  rien  stated  that 
the  m;aa  was  ejLciud.     Now.  ^^eicited""  was  a  general 
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term^  and  when  medical  men  came  in  upon  him  in  that  1862. 
way  it  was  natural  that  he  should  be  *'  excited."  A  man 
may  detest  and  hate  his  wife  very  much^  and  yet  not  be  a 
madman.  Many  a  man  ill-treats  his  wife  without  that 
excuse ;  and  a  man's  behaving  brutally  to  his  wife  does  not 
show  that  he  is  insane.  The  blows  and  kicks,  however^ 
were  spoken  to,  with  one  exception,  only  by  the  wife  her- 
self, though  there  were  some  appearances  which  might  be 
deemed  by  the  medical  men  to  confirm  her  statements. 
One  of  the  medical  men,  Guy,  defined  the  plaintiff's  in- 
sanity as  "diseased  feelings"  (a  strange  expression)  likely 
to  lead  to  violence  and  murder  and  *'  manifested  by  a  dis- 
inclination to  see  his  wife  comfortable."  In  short,  they 
put  it  as  a  violent,  unreasonable  antipathy  against  the 
wife  without  any  rational  ground.  Dr.  Webb  put  it  as 
a  case  of  dominant  passion  of  dislike  to  the  wife."  No 
doubt  there  was  this  dominant  passion  of  dislike;  it  began, 
as  I  have  said,  very  early — in  the  first  month  of  the 
marriage.  But  it  seems  to  have  been  as  bitter  on  one 
side  as  the  other,  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  it  was 
more  a  ground  for  believing  him  to  be  insane  than  her. 

I  now  leave  to  you,  as  the  main  question  in  the  case, 
whether  the  inquiries  which  the  defendant  deemed  neces- 
sary, in  consequence  of  his  examination  not  being  satis- 
factory, were  reasonably  sufficient.  You  are  not  inquiring 
into  an  error  of  judgment,  but  whether  the  defendant  has 
been  guilty  of  that  culpable  negligence  which  I  have  ex- 
plained and  described  to  you ;  negligence  in  not  making 
sufficient  inquiries,  the  examination  not  having  been 
sufficient  in  his  own  judgment.  It  would  be  dreadful  if  a 
medical  man  were  to  suffer  merely  from  an  error  of  judg- 
ment* The  question  is,  whether  there  has  been  a  neglect 
of  that  duty  which  a  person  in  a  case  of  this  kind  owes, 
not  to  interfere  in  a  matter  which  touches  the  liberty  of  his 
fellow-citizen  without  taking  due  care^and  making  a  care- 
ful examination  and  inquiry  ?    That  is  the  main  question. 
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1862.  ^  bat  for  the  reasooB  I  have  mentioned  I  reqoest  yon  also  to 
answer  the  other  questions  I  have  pot  to  you.  The  great 
question  is — Was  there  negligence  ?  The  other  questions 
are — Was  there  malice  or  wilful  falsehood?  or,  Wa»  there 
a  bona  fide  belief  that  what  was  done  was  done  under  the 
authority  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  ? 

Piffott,  Serjt.y  excepted  that  the  question  was  one 
merely  of  bona  fides^  and  that  the  question  of  negligence 
did  not  arise,  and  further  that  the  learned  Judge  had  not 
defined  what  negligence  was ;  but 

The  learned  Judgb  refused  to  receive  the  latter  excep- 
tion, as  he  had  carefully  explained  to  the  jury  that  it  must 
be  culpable  negligence,  not  a  mere  error  of  judgment^  nor 
even  the  absence  of  extreme  care,  but  a  neglect  of  ordinary 
and  reasonable  inquiries. 

Pigotty  Serjt,  excepted  to  that  direction.  What  were 
sufficient  inquiries  ought  to  have  been  deGned. 

The  learned  Judge  declined  to  receive  that  exception. 
It  was  impossible  to  define  them  more  than  he  had  done. 
He  had  pointed  out  that  they  must  be  such  as  under  all 
the  circumstances  were  reasonably  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
judgment. 

PigoU,  Serjt.,  excepted  that  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  ought  to  have  been  defined  and  determined  by  the 
Judge;  but 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  had  abundantly  explained 
that  in  this  case  ''  reasonable  cause  "  meant,  in  substance, 
reasonable  care,  so  that  it  came,  in  effect,  to  the  question 
of  negligence.  The  real  question  arose  upon  that,  as  to 
which  he  repeated  that  he  laid  it  down  that  if  a  person 
assumed  the  duty  of  signing  the  certificate  without  proper 
inquiries,  t.  e.,  such  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  re- 
quired from  a  niedi9al  man,  he  was  liable  for  any  injury 
which  ensued. 
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It  was  finally  settled  that  the  exception  to  be  carried         1862. 
into  a  Court  of  Error  should  be  to  that  direction,  and  also 
that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  left  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  bona  fides  alone,  and  not  that  of  negligence. 

Ultimately  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  second  count,  as  to  signing  the  certificate. 

Chomptok,  J. — I  presume,  then,  that  you  find  for  the 
defendant  on  the  first  count,  that  he  did  not  cause  the 
plaintiff  to  be  assaulted  and  imprisoned  ? 

The  jury  said  they  did. 

In  answer  to  questions  from  the  learned  Judge,  the  jury 
found  specially,  on  the  second  count,  that,  in  the  examina- 
tion and  inquiries,  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  care  and 
caution  ;  that  he  acted  negligently,  without  reasonable  care 
and  caution;  that  the  certificate  was  false  in  fact;  that  he 
signed  a  certificate  untrue  in  effect,  without  a  proper  ex- 
amination and  inquiries,  and  without  probable  cause ;  and 
that  on  that  account  he  was  guilly  of  culpable  blameable 
negligence  in  not  ascertaining  the  sanity  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  they  found  to  be  sane  in  point  of  fact. 

They  did  not,  however,  find  that  the  certificate  was 
false,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant ;  and  found  also, 
that  it  was  not  done  maliciously. 

Crompton,  J. — I  must  ask  you  one  more  question. 
Assuming,  as  you  have  found,  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  culpable  negligence,  did  he  act  bond  fide  and 
believe  that  he  was  acting  under  the  authority  of  the  act? 

The  jury  said  they  considered  the  defendant  thought 
that  he  had  done  enough  and  taken  sufficient  care,  but  that 
he  had  not  done  so,  though  he  acted  bond  fide,  or  honestly ; 
that  is,  that  he  bond  fide  believed  in  the  truth  of  his  cer- 
tificate, from  the  examination  and  inquiries  which  he 
made,  although  he  made  them  carelessly. 

Crompton,  J. — Did  he  think  that  he  was  acting  under 
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the  authority  of  the  act  ?  I  assome  from  vbai  joo  have 
found,  that  you  mean  he  bona  fide  beliered  be  was  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  act,  and  that  be  was  antlioriied 
by  the  act  to  do  what  he  did  ? 

The  jury. — Yes,  we  think  so.  He  thought  he  was  av- 
thorized,  although  he  did  it  negligently. 

The  learned  Judge. — Then,  that  is  a  verdict  Ibr  the 
plaintiff  on  the  ground  of  culpable  negligence  and  want  of 
reasonable  care  or  probable  cause. 

Jury. — Yes. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages,  \50L 


MiddUtex 

Michaelmas 
Term, 

The  pUintiff 
hftvinff  been 
en((a((rd  by 
whiu^ngen  to 
Und  bi^^  of 
t(u»no  (at  MO 
much  «  ton) 


Coram  CockburUf  C,  Jm 
FLETCHER  v.  PETO,  Bart.,  and  another. 

X)eCLARATION,  that  the  defendants  were  possessed 
of  a  warehouse,  and,  by  their  servants,  were  storing  and 
piling  up  therein  bags  of  guano;   that  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully,  and  by  permission  of  the  defendants,  passing 
«nd  carry  them  about  the  warehouse ;  and  that  the  defendants,  by  their 
house,  whm     servants,   conducted    themselves    so    negligently  in  and 
b7*'tbei7d?y.*''*  about  the  storing  and  piling  of  the  said  bags  that  some  of 
them  fell  down  and  struck  the  plaintiff,  whereby  he  was 
much  injured  and  his  leg  was  broken. 
Plea :  not  guilty. 

Lawrence  and  E.  Lloyd  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bovill  and  Watkin  Williams  for  the  defendants. 

The  Victoria  Docks  were  leased  to,  and  worked  by,  the 
defendants  Sir  Morton  Peto,  Mr.  Brassey  and  Mr.  Betts, 
and  it  was  admitted  by  them  that  they  were  **  the  proper 
parties  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  claims  arising  in  the  work- 
ing of  the  docks." 


laboureriy  and 
the  plaintiff 
having  been 
injured  by  the 
fall  of  lome  of 
the  ban 
through  bad 
piling:— //e/<f, 
that  It  was  for 

urv, 
action  by  him 
against  the 
wharfingers, 
whether  the 
piling  was  done 
oy  their  men 
under  a  sepa- 
rate  and  dis- 
tinct employ- 
ment, and  if  so,  whether  the  fall  of  the  bags  was  caused  by  their  negligence,  or  that  of  their 
men  and  the  plaintiff  combined,  and  that  in  the  former  case  the  verdict  should  be  for  the 
plaintiff ;  in  the  latter  case,  for  the  defendants. 
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The  warehouses  at  the  docks  were  used  for  the  purpose         18G2. 
of  storing  guano,  the  bags  of  which   weighed   about  a      p^    c  er 
hundredweight  each,   and    which   were  piled  up   to  the  v. 

very  roofs,  in  order,  as  far  as  possible,  to  comprise  a  cargo    and  Another. 
in  a  warehouse,  and  also  as  much  as  possible,  so  as  to  be 
self-supporting,  and  not  resting  on  the  sides  of  the  buildings. 

The  work  was  done  by  contract;  the  bags  being  landed, 
warehoused  and  piled  at  so  much  per  ton,  the  ships  being 
brought  alongside  the  wharf  for  the  purpose. 

On  the  12th  August,  1861,  a  ship,  the  Euphrates^  laden 
with  guano,  came  alongside  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
her  cargo,  and  the  manager  engaged  with  the  plaintiff  to 
land,  store  and  pile  at  Is.  a  ton.  There  was  some  attempt 
oil  his  part,  in  the  course  of  the  work,  to  get  a  higher 
rate  for  the  storing  and  piling  above  the  cross  beams  of 
the  roof,  up  to  the  roof,  but  this  was  declined.  Two  men, 
however,  employed  at  day  wages  by  the  defendants,  were 
sent  to  assist,  and  his  case  was  that  they  were  sent  by  the 
defendants  to  do  the  piling  above  the  cross  beams,  while 
their  case  was  that  they  were  sent,  instead  of  allowing  him 
an  advance  of  price,  to  assist  him  in  doing  the  entire  work 
up  to  the  roof. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  their  men  acted 
under  the  orders  and  control  of  the  defendants. 

The  case  for  the  defendants  was,  that  they  acted  under 
the  orders  and  control  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  point  of  fact,  the  bags  which  fell  were  part  of  those 
above  the  cross  beams,  between  those  beams  and  the  roof; 
and  at  the  time  they  fell  on  the  plaintiff  he  was  below  the 
beams  and  the  defendants'  two  men  were  above. 

The  defendants'  men  and  the  plaintiff  and  his  men  were 
called,  and  their  evidence  was  contradictory  as  tp  the  exact 
part  which  they  were  respectively  taking  in  the  work. 

The  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  piling  of  the  bags  above  the  cross  beams; 
that  it  was  in  effect  undertaken  by  the  defendants;  and 
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that  liis  part  was  only  to  bring  the  bags  op  to  the  cross 
beams  or  the  pile  upon  them^  and  shoot  or  deposit  them 
there,  the  defendants'  men  piling  them.  And  of  course 
his  case  was  that  they  were  badly  piled,  nor  did  this,  in- 
deed, seem  to  be  disputed ;  the  men  on  each  side,  in  fact, 
swearing  that  they  had  observed  to  the  men  on  the  other 
side  how  badly  the  piling  was  being  done,  and  how  likely 
some  of  the  piles  were  to  *^  topple  over ;"  the  fault  appear- 
ing to  have  been  that  the  piles  of  bags  were  not  properly 
''tied"  on  to  each  other  so  as  to  be  a  mutual  support; 
instead  of  which  each  pile  was  separate,  and  one  of  the 
piles  being  ''  top  heavy,"  or  too  high  for  its  breadth,  fell 
down. 

The  great  contest  was  as  to  whether  this  piling  was 
being  done  by  the  one  party  or  the  other. 

The  effect  of  the  evidence  for  the  defence  appeared  to 
be,  that  the  act  of  piling  was  a  kind  of  joint  act  of  the 
plaintiff's  and  the  defendants*  men ;  the  former  bringing 
up  the  bags  and  giving  them  a  cast  or  shoot  with  the 
shoulder;  the  latter  receiving  them  with  the  hand,  and 
then  putting  them  into  their  proper  places. 

And  as,  beyond  doubt,  the  defendants'  men  were  above 
and  remained  stationary,  while  the  plaintiff  and  his  men 
were  bringing  up  the  bags,  the  effect  of  the  whole  evidence 
would  seem  to  be,  that  the  act  of  piling  was  really  the  act  of 
the  defendants'  men,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  they 
were  doing  it  badly,  and  noticed  it. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case, 

Bovill,  for  the  defendants,  cited  Wiggett  v.  Fox  (a),  and 
claimed  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that  the  negligence  was 
that  of  the  fellow-servants  of  the  plaintiff;  but 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  he  thought  that  question  arose 
here  in  rather  a  new  form ;  because,  according  to  the  case 
for  the  plaintiff,  the  negligence  was  that  of  men  in  a  sepa- 


(a)   11  Exch.  Rep.  831). 
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rate  employment,  although  for  a  common  object.  The 
plaintiff  here  was  not^  as  the  defendants'  men  were,  em- 
ployed for  wages,  but  under  a  separate  and  specific  con- 
tract, and,  according  to  his  evidence,  to  do  specific  work, 
viz.,  the  landing  the  bags  and  bringing  them  up  to  the 
cross  beams ;  the  rest  of  the  work,  i.  e.,  the  piling  above 
the  beams,  to  be  done  by  the  defendants'  men ;  he  doing 
only  the  carrying.    That  raised  a  question  of  fact  for  the 

jury- 

Bovill  then  called  the  defendants'  manager  and  the  two 
men  who  had  been  sent  to  assist.  They  said  they  were  to 
assist  him  only  in  piling  the  bags  above  the  beams,  not 
in  the  landing  or  carrying. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CooKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — First,  was  there  a  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  employment  of  the  plaintiff  to  do  only 
the  landing  and  carrying  of  the  latter  portion  of  the  cargo, 
the  defendants  undertaking  to  pile  them  above  the  cross 
beams,  or  were  the  defendants'  men  sent  merely  to  assist 
the  plaintiff  in  doing  the  work  he  had  originally  under- 
taken, viz.,  to  land,  carry  and  pile  the  whole  of  the  bags 
up  to  the  roof?  Or,  were  the  men  who  did  the  piling  of 
these  bags  under  the  plaintiff's  control  or  under  the  de- 
fendants? If  the  latter,  then  was  the  negligence  that  of 
the  plaintiff  and  his  men,  or  of  the  defendants'  men  ?  Or 
of  both? 

The  jury  found  the  first  question  for  the  plaintiff,  but 
the  latter  for  the  defendants;  finding,  in  terms,  that  the 
negligence  was  that  of  all  the  parties  together. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (a). 

(a)  Lawrence  moved,  H.  T.,  but  took  nothing. 
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Middlesex 

Sittimgi, 

Mu-kotlmas 

Term. 

Tbe  plaintiff, 
a  hmruier, 
who,  after  be- 
coosiog  an 
M.P.,waa 
made  a  C, 
and  alfo  a  re- 
corder, having 
been  partly 
aeqoitted  and 
partljr  cen- 
•ured  bj  tbe 
benchera  of  his 
Inn  after  an 
inquiry  into 
bia  conduct, 
private  aa  well 
aa  professional ; 
and  having 
afterwarda,  on 
a  public  plat- 
form, alluded 
to  their  sen- 


SEYMOUR  V.  BUTTERWORTH. 

l^IBEL.  The  action  was  against  the  publisher  of  die 
Law  Review  for  an  article  therein  relating  to  the  plaintiff, 
a  Queen's  Counsel  and  member  for  Southampton. 

The  declaration  set  forth  the  whole  of  the  article  at 
length ;  the  material  passages  (after  stating  that  tbe  plain- 
tiff was  an  Irishman)  ran  as  follows : — 

But  it  is  only  just  to  Mr.  Digby  Seymour  to  admit  tiMt  there  are  two 
kiuds  of  Irishmen,  and  that  the  cordiality  extended  to  tbe  one  ia  by  do 
means  secure  to  tbe  other.  There  is  tbe  Irish  gentleman,  generoos, 
accomplished  and  urbane — perhaps  the  highest  iyye  of  tbe  genus  gentle- 
man to  be  found  in  the  United  Kingdom.  There  is  also  the  Irish  bbek- 
guard — twAggering,  foul-mouthed  and  shameless ;  the  moat  insolent  of 
upstaru,  the  most  unblushing  of  swindlers ;  never  destitute  of  a  quarrel, 
never  at  a  loss  for  a  lie.  For,  as  the  Irish  gentleman  is  of  rare  quality, 
so  the  !  risb  blackguard  is  consummate  in  his  growth.  Ireland  has  adorned 
our  Parliament  with  splendid  orators  and  consummate  statesmen,  and  has 
afflicted  it  also  with  a  breed  of  bawling  demagogues  and  venal  foob: 


fence  as  one  of   has  supplied  to  the  bar  of  England  some  of  its  brightest  omamcuta  i 


acquittal ; 
upon  which 
the^  published 
their  sentence, 
and  be  pub- 
luhed  a  pro- 
test and  a  let- 
ter, in  which 
be  impugned 
tbeir  proceed- 
ings and  their 


some  of  its  blackest  ^heep ;  bestowing  on  the  former  a  learning  and  elo- 
quence which  Englishmen  are  proud  to  admire,  and  enriching  the  latter 
with  a  power  of  impudence  and  a  fertility  in  fraud  which  defy  all  descrip- 
tion, as  (to  the  uninitiated  intellect)  they  pass  all  knowledge.  Should 
one  of  this  latter  flock  find  his  wav  to  an  English  circuit,  it  could  hardly 
be  considered  a  matter  for  legitimate  surprise  if  he  should  become  an 
object  of  suspicion  and  dislike,  and  '*  hie  niger  est  '*  be  the  motto  eoopled 
with  his  name.     But    ♦♦♦♦♦•♦•We  never  were  able 


decision  as  un-  to  discover  that  Mr.  Digby  Seymour,  during  his  first  sojourn  in  tbe  House 
^'    -        -^    ^'    of  Commons,  added  in  any  appreciable  degree  either  to  the  usefulnen  or 


the  brilliancy  of  that  assembly  ;  we  are  not  aware  that  any  meaaare  was 
secured  by  his  exertions,  or  any  principle  elucidated  by  his  oratoiy,  or 
any  party  at  all  benefited  by  his  adherence,  save  in  the  matter  of  his  vote. 


fendant,  in  a 
legal  review, 
published  an 
article  Curly 
setting  forth 
these  docu- 

ments,  with  comments,  and  also  a  narrative  of  the  plaintiflPs  career,  mixed  up  with  some  ge- 
neral reflections  on  his  character,  and  particular  observations,  suggesting  that  he  had  ob- 
tained his  appointments  by  parliamentary  influence  or  services.  In  an  action  for  libel  for 
the  publication  of  this  article  : — Held,  that — 

1.  That  the  matter  of  those  appointments  was  a  legitimate  subject  of  public  comment 

2.  That  even  the  private  conduct  of  the  plaintifi*  might,  as  tending  to  show  whether  he 
was  a  man  of  honor  and  integrity,  be  also  legitimate  subject  of  such  comment. 

8.  That,  as  the  plaintiff'  had  in  a  public  speech  alluded  to  all  these  matters,  they  were  all 
legitimate  subjects  for  such  comments  as  were  fair,  and  nor,  in  substance,  going  beyond  the 
matters  which  were  the  subject  of  comment. 
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For  tliis  last  he  was  rewarded  with  the  recoidership  of  Newcastle  (a),  to  1862. 

the  just  dissatisfaction  of  the  bar,  who  thought  that  better  men  had  been  v^  ^^j 
passed  over  for  an  unworthy  political  motive.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  sur-  Seymour 
inised  that  the  appointment  was  dictated  by  a  more  intimate  knowledge  BttJTEii 
of  tlie  mood  of  the  electors  of  Sunderland  than  the  general  public  pos-  worth. 
sessed ;  for  on  vacating  his  seat,  as  he  was  compelled  by  law  to  do  on 
acceptance  of  the  office,  and  offering  himself  for  re-election,  Mr.  Digby 
Seymour  was  defeated,  and  ousted  for  the  time  from  political  life.  The 
worst  evil  attending  a  weak  government  is  the  necessity  under  which  it 
labours  to  catch  every  possible  vote  in  any  quarter,  and  its  besetting  sin 
is  an  improper  distribution  of  patronage.  ♦  •  •  •  It  probably  be- 
came necessary  to  secure  every  doubtful  adherent,  and  this  consideration 
may  palliate,  but  cannot  excuse,  the  promotion  of  Mr.  Digby  Seymour 
to  the  rank  of  Queen's  Counsel.  Even  at  the  time  of  the  appointment 
rumours  were  afloat  in  the  profession  that  his  conduct  must  form  the 
subject  of  investigation  by  the  benchers  of  the  Middle  Temple;  and  we 
have  heard  that  Lord  Campbell,  shortly  before  his  death,  expressed  his 
deep  regret  that  he  had  been  ever  led  by  political  pressure  to  promise  a 
silk  gown  to  the  member  for  Southampton.  If  this  be  so,  it  furnishes  a 
curioas  commentary  on  one  portion  of  Mr.  Seymour's  speech  at  South- 
ampton, in  which  he  quotes  the  patronage  of  Lord  Campbell  as  a  proof  of 
tbe  purity  of  his  professional  career.  It  is  an  extraordinary,  and  we 
believe  an  unprecedented  fact,  that  a  barrister  should  be  arraigned  before 
the  benchers  of  his  Inn  for  improper  conduct,  at  the  very  time  when  the 
Crown  bas  been  induced  to  raise  him  to  tlie  superior  rank  of  the  profes- 
sion. Yet  this,  we  understand  from  his  own  lips,  was  the  case  with  Mr» 
Digby  Seymour ;  and  the  language  employed  by  tbe  benchera  in  their 
judgment  forbids  us  to  hope  that  the  inquiry  before  them  was  either 
unjust  or  uncalled  for.  •  •  •  For,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Digby  Seymour 
is  in  possession  of  the  whole  evidence,  and  could  give  us  the  benefit  of  a 
total  disclosure  of  all  the  circumstances  of  bis  trial,  thereby  putting  him- 
self right  with  the  public — if  the  facts  admit  of  his  doing  so ;  and  as,  not- 
withstanding occasional  promises  of  such  a  disclosure,  he  remains  silent, 
the  only  reasonable  conclusion  at  which  we  can  arrive  is,  that  he  does 
not  consider  the  publication  of  the  whole  truth  likely  to  improve  his  posi- 
tion. •  •  •  •  AH  we  can  do  under  these  circumstances  is  to  place 
before  our  readers  at  one  view  the  various  documents  that  have  been 
made  public  on  the  matter.  *  *.  •  *  We  will  only  premise,  in  doing 
so,  that  whatever  publicity  the  scandal  may  now  have  attained  is  owing 
to  Mr.  Digby  Seymour  himself,  as  the  benchers  had  maintained  an  abi(v- 

(a)  Here  there  was  a  note  which  castle  as  a  proof  of  his  professional 

ran  thus: — •*  We  observe  that  in  success.     We  believe  that  Sir  WiU 

bis  speech    at    Southampton    Mr.  liam  Hayter  could,  if  he  were  so 

Digby  Seymour  instances  his  ele-  minded,  tell  a  different  tale ;"  vide 

vatioD  to  the  Recordership  of  New-  per  Cockdurn,  C.  J.,  pitU,  p.  378. 
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lute  silence  up  to  the  time  wben  hit  ipeecb  to  hit  coostitiMnti,  on  t]ie4di 
of  Febraary  last,  was  reported  in  the  Times  newspaper.  [AH  thoae 
passages  in  the  speech  which  referred  to  the  judgment  of  the  benchen 
were  then  set  out  in  the  article.]  [The  effect  of  the  speech  was  to  de- 
nounce the  benchers,  and  declare  that  they  bad  pronoonced  a  Tirtoal 
acquittal ;  and  also  to  ascribe  the  censures  upon  the  writer  to  jcaUmsj  of 
him  as  an  Irishman.  It  appealed  to  the  fact  that  Lord  Campbefl  bad 
given  the  writer  a  silk  gown,  and  it  also  referred  to  the  writer's  appoini- 
roent  to  the  office  of  Recorder  of  Newcastle.]  If  this  speech  took  the 
public  by  surprise,  it  was  read  by  the  bar  and  the  benchers,  though  on 
different  grounds,  with  considerable  astonishment.  The  bar  were  amused 
to  find  that  the  promotion  of  Mr.  Digby  Seymour,  first  to  the  recorder- 
ship  of  Newcastle,  and  then  to  the  rank  of  Queen's  Counsel,  could  be 
quoted  as  any  approval  of  bis  professional  character,  when  the  favour 
shown  him  was  notoriously  the  result  of  negotiations  in  the  diTisioii 
lobby.  But  the  benchers  of  the  Middle  Temple  were  sUU  more  amaied 
to  read  in  the  columns  of  the  Timet  that  their  treatment  of  Mr.  Seymour 
had  been  either  unjust  in  itself,  or  could  form  the  ground  of  comphdnt 
on  his  part ;  still  less  that  there  was  any  obstacle  to  bis  puUicatioo  of 
evidence  printed  at  length,  forwarded  to  him  by  their  direction,  and  at 
the  lime  of  his  speech  lying  in  his  chambers.  •  •  •  Mr.  Digby 
Seymour  has  not  had  for  some  time  past  the  means  afforded  him  of 
giving  the  fullest  publicity  to  the  facts  alleged  against  him,  and  whether 
(in  spite  of  his  vehement  asseverations  of  injured  innocence  and  desire 
for  publication)  he  has  not  judged  it  more  prudent  to  keep  those  (acta 
concealed.  [The  judgment  of  the  benchers  was  then  given,  and  the 
writer  then  went  on  to  comment  upon  it.]  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that 
if  the  benchers  considered  Mr.  Digby  Seymour  guilty  of  even  one  of  the 
charges  brought  against  him  (and  they  admit  that  they  did  so),  they 
were  bound  to  have  disbarred  him.  Censure  was  no  adequate  punish- 
ment for  such  an  offender.  Very  recently  an  unknown  member  of  the 
bar  has  been  expelled  from  its  ranks  for  offences  certainly  not  greater 
than  the  charge  which  the  benchers  say  was  proved  against  Mr.  Digby 
Seymour.  Is  it  right  the  public  should  suppose  that  while  the  whole 
severity  of  power  is  brought  to  bear  against  the  weak,  there  is  a  dread  of 
enforcing  discipline  in  the  case  of  a  member  of  parliament  and  a  Queen's 
Counsel  ? 

The  defendant  pleaded  simply  Not  guilty. 

Lysh,  Keane  and  Joseph  Brown  for  the  plaintiff. 

Shee^  Serjt.,   Hawkins  and  R.  A.  Fisher  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Lush,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted  the 
rii^ht  of  fair  and  legitimate  comment  upon  a  man's  public 
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career^  but  denied  the  right  to  attack  the  private  conduct 
of  a  public  man^  and  dwelt  principally  upon  the  allusions 
to  private  character  and  on  the  first  passage  of  the  libel, 
as  above  set  forth,  and  on  the  suggestions  as  to  the  plain- 
tiff's having  obtained  an  appointment  by  his  vote. 

The  plaintiff  was  called  and  examined  to  rebut  the  sug- 
gestions as  to  his  promotion  or  appointment  having  been 
obtained  by  his  vote.  He  admitted,  in  the  course  of  his 
evidence,  that  before  this  article  was  published  in  the  May 
number  of  the  Magazine  and  Review  the  inquiry  by  the 
benchers  and  his  conduct  had  been  matters  of  discussion 
in  the  public  papers.  He  had  seen  leading  articles  re- 
ferring to  the  judgment  and  to  his  speech  at  Southampton. 
All  the  documents  set  out  in  the  article  had  been  published 
in  the  Times,  and  in  the  month  of  February  there  were 
three  articles  in  the  IHmes  upon  the  subject. 

It  was  therefore  admitted  that,  in  the  way  of  public  com- 
ment upon  a  public  speech  oT  the  plaintiff,  the  particular 
matters  which  formed  the  subject  of  the  libel  had  become 
the  subject  of  public  discussion  before  the  publication  of 
the  present  libel;  and  the  plaintiff's  speech  at  Southampton, 
himself  calling  attention  to  these  matters,  had  preceded 
that  publication. 

At  the  close  of  the  case. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  summed  up  (a). — There  would 
be  some  difficulty,  he  said,  both  on  his  part  and  on  the 
part  of  the  jury,  in  dealing  with  the  case,  from  the  way  in 
which  it  was  presented  for  their  consideration,  inasmuch 
as  the  whole  of  the  article  was  set  forth  in  the  declaration 
as  libellous  matter  of  which  the  plaintiff  complained.  He 
would  endeavour  to  divide  the  article  into  various  heads  of 
complaint,  so  as  to  assist  them  in  determining  the  question 
which  was  submitted  to  their  decision.  The  article  pro- 
fessed to  deal  with  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Seymour — with  his 
(a)  Reported  by  Edward  Ijesley,  Esq. 
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political,  prufessional  and  personal  conduct.  On  each  of 
those  heads  oF  charges  observations  of  a  general  character 
were  made,  and  it  was  difficult  to  see  what  was  their 
general  application,  or  how  they  applied  immediately  to 
the  question  before  them.  He  thought  the  whole  of  the 
charges  could  be  reduced  to  three  main  heads — ^first^  the 
conduct  of  Mr.  Seymour  in  obtaining  the  Recordership  of 
Newcastle;  secondly,  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Seymour  in  ob- 
taining promotion  to  the  rank  of  Queen's  Counsel ;  and 
lastly,  his  private  conduct  with  respect  to  the  pecuniary 
transactions  which  formed  the  subject  matter  of  inquiry 
by  the  benchers. 

It  was  not  disputed  that  the  public  conduct  of  a  public 
man  might  be  discussed  with  the  fullest  freedom.  It 
might  be  made  the  subject  of  hostile  criticism  and  of 
hostile  animadversions,  provided  the  language  of  the  writer 
was  kept  within  the  limits  of  an  honest  intention  to  dis- 
charge a  public  duty,  and  was  not  made  a  means  of  pro- 
mulgating slanderous  and  malicious  accusations. 

What  was  it  that  this  article  alleged  with  regard  to 
the  Recordership  of  Newcastle-on-Tyne  ?  It  was  a  per- 
fectly fair  subject  for  public  inquiry  whether  it  was  de- 
sirable that  members  of  the  bar,  being  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  should  receive  appointments  to  subordinate 
offices  as  the  reward  of  parliamentary  adhesion  from  one 
or  other  of  the  great  political  sections  of  the  State.  It 
might  be  argued,  on  the  one  hand,  that  they  ought  not  to 
be  excluded  because  they  were  members  of  parliament,  and 
that  any  influence  which  they  fairly  acquired  with  the 
government  of  which  they  were  adherents  and  supporters, 
might  be  fairly  used  to  obtain  promotions  to  which  they 
might  not  perhaps  attain  but  for  those  circumstances,  and 
for  which  they  were  perfectly  competent.  Upon  the  other 
hand  it  might  be  said,  that  although  there  was  no  objec- 
tion to  members  of  parliament  taking  office  with  all  the 
lespunsibility  of  office  and  in  the  face  of  the  public,  yet  it 
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was  objectionable  to  have  a  number  of  those  who,  accord- 
ing to  the  theory  of  the  constitution,  should  be  free  and 
independent  representatives  of  the  people  always  under  a 
sense  of  favour  and  obligation  to  the  government  of  the 
day.  Not  only  was  this  a  fair  matter  for  discussion,  and 
within  the  province  of  a  public  writer,  but  a  public  writer 
was  fairly  entitled,  if  in  his  opinion  such  a  course  of  pro- 
ceeding was  detrimental  to  the  independence  of  the  bar, 
to  the  independence  of  parliament,  and  to  the  independ- 
ence of  the  representatives  of  the  people,  to  animadvert 
with  severity  upon  the  conduct  of  those  who  gave  and  of 
those  who  received  such  patronage.  But  if  he  went  beyond 
that,  and  asserted  that  a  member  of  parliament  had  bar- 
gained to  sell  his  vote  upon  a  corrupt  contract,  or  that  a 
member  would  not  have  voted  or  spoken  as  he  did  but  for 
a  corrupt  understanding  that  he  should  receive  a  reward, 
it  became  a  most  serious  charge,  and  one  which  no  man 
writing,  whether  in  public  or  private,  should  venture  to 
make  against  another  (a).  Some  persons,  no  doubt,  enter- 
tained very  shadowy  notions  of  public  morality,  but  he 
trusted  that  those  notions  would  never  find  their  way  into 
the  jury-box,  and  that  charges  such  as  he  had  mentioned 
woold  never  be  treated  lightly  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
when  they  could  not  be  substantiated  by  those  who  made 
them.  At  the  same  time,  those  who  filled  a  public  position 
must  not  be  too  thin-skinned  in  reference  to  comments 
made  upon  them.  It  would  often  happen  that  observa- 
tions would  be  made  upon  public  men  which  they  knew 
from  the  bottom  of  their  hearts  were  undeserved  and  unjust. 
Yet  they  must  bear  with  them  and  submit  to  be  misunder- 
stood for  a  time,  because  all  knew  that  the  criticism  of  the 
press  was  the  best  security  for  the  proper  discharge  of 
public  duties.  It  would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  writer  of  this  article  only  denounced  a  vicious  system, 
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(a)  That  if,  if  lo,  that  it  would 
not  be  escusabic  as  fair  cotninent. 


So  it  was  ruled  in  Campbell  ▼.  Spoi^ 
tiswoodc,  post. 


iT*  CA5I>  M  rSL 


mcL-        ov  wIksju?  iie  jicxcsicfc  i^  imfmnt  to  Jfr.  £c3iwi  iliat  be 


kiKi  bftncres  W  « :4£  tz»&  Twiiriitgiftinr  indenendcDce  for 

vc^^jL  As  10  Tliki  piui  c^  life  uTade  mhcPt  At  writer  am!  be 

mas  vnklat  to  cisDorer  m  vh&s  lespcct  Jfr.  Sejnoar  had 
^6dtd  to  i}>e  bhlJifcAey  of  p«'»^'«*^^f*»*,  or  «kii  pfindple  he 
bkd  docad&ied,  icm!  obscrrad  dux  $ach  cbfierrmtioDS  voold 
hurt  the  feelings  of  z>u  loaiL  A  poikicsd  viiler,  writiiig 
AdverselT,  id«-iiTS  doLtjCfti  iLe  iDodres  and  denied  the 
genius  of  tbe  persc^n  aciLHt^:  « bom  be  was  vritn^.  No 
oDe  could  compjun  beomse  as  oppcMient  did  not  take  as 
faroorabk  a  nev  of  lus  nuenxs  as  be  did  himself,  or  as  his 
fheods  took  of  him. 

As  to  tbe  next  paragraph  of  the  article,  allegiag  that 
tbe  bar  mere  dissatisfied  because  better  men  had  been 
passed  over  for  tbe  sake  of  nnirorthy  poBtical  motives, 
probably  Mr.  Sevmoor  himself  voold  not  say  that  at  that 
time,  wbcD  be  had  been  only  eight  years  at  the  bar,  he 
was  entitled  to  preference,  sopposing  that  profeasiooal 
claims  to  advancemeDt  had  alone  been  considered,  not 
only  among  the  members  of  tbe  bar  who  were  in,  but 
among  the  members  of  tbe  bar  who  were  out  of  parlia- 
ment. Among  those  who  belonged  to  tbe  Kortbem  Cir- 
cuit, where  so  large  a  proportion  of  those  of  the  highest 
attainments  at  the  bar  were  to  be  fonnd,  he  shoold  be 
suiprised  if  any  one  could  say  that  there  was  not  at  the 
time  men  of  higher  standing  than  Mr.  Seymour,  and  not 
inferior  to  him,  to  say  tbe  least,  in  ]XHnt  of  ability,  to 
whom  the  appointment  was  a  just  object  of  ambition. 

At  this  part  of  the  article  there  was  a  note,  suggesting 
that  Sir  W.  Hayter  could  throw  some  light  upon  tbe  sub- 
ject. The  jury  would  have  to  consider  what  was  meant  by 
that  note.  Could  they  see  their  way  to  the  cooclosion  th"kt 
it  meant  to  intimate  some  corrupt  understanding  with  the 
government  — that  if  Mr.  Seymour  gave  a  vote  in  a  par- 
(//)    Vuh  «w/t,  p.  ."77.  iioic  («), 
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ticular  way  he  was  to  be  rewarded  with  the  recordership  of 
Newcastle  ? 

There  was  another  passage  in  the  article,  relating  to  the 
promotion  of  Mr.  Seymour  to  the  rank  of  Queen's  Counsel; 
the  passage  beginning  *'  One  of  the  worst  evils  of  a  weak 
government/'  and  including  the  statement  that  Lord  Camp- 
bell had  before  his  death  regretted  giving  way  to  political 
pressure.  It  was  for  the  jury  what  that  meant.  Did  it 
mean  that  Mr.  Seymour  obtained  his  rank  as  Queen's 
Counsel  by  virtue  of  a  corrupt  understanding  with  the 
goveimmenty  or  was  it  rather  an  attack  on  the  government 
than  on  Mr.  Seymour?  In  his  speech  at  Southampton 
Mr.  Seymour  had  referred  to  his  appointment  by  Lord 
Campbell  as  a  sort  of  certificate  of  character  against  the 
charges  which  were  brought  against  him  and  the  censure 
which  the  benchers  of  the  Middle  Temple  had  pronounced. 
Then^  did  the  passage  mean  that,  instead  of  citing  that  as 
a  proof  that  Lord  Campbell  considered  him  a  man  of  irre- 
proachable character,  it  ought  to  be  known  that  through 
the  weakness  of  the  government  they  were  under  the  ne- 
cessity of  securing  every  adherent  whom  they  could,  and  of 
distributing  professional  patronage  in  a  manner  which 
otherwise  they  would  not  have  done  ?  If  that  was  the  whole 
extent  of  what  was  meant  by  the  note  appended  and  the 
passage  referring  to  Lord  Campbell,  which  he  had  read, 
perhaps  there  was  nothing  very  improper  in  a  public  writer 
discussing  the  distribution  of  government  patronage  using 
such  words.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  meant 
that,  or  that  Mr.  Seymour  had  corruptly  bargained  and 
sold  his  parliamentary  independence  for  the  sake  of  pro- 
fessional advancement. 

As  to  the  passage  in  which  it  was  said  to  be  an  extra- 
ordinary and  unprecedented  thing  to  appoint  as  Queen's 
Counsel  a  barrister  over  whom  grave  charges  were  pending. 
Did  the  writer  mean  to  say  of  Mr.  Seymour  "  You  have 
been  promoted  not  because  the  Lord  Chancellor  thought 
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your  professional  claims  entitled  you  to  it,  but  because  it 
is  part  of  a  Ticioos  system  by  which  the  gOTemment  keeps 
in  power,  and  in  addition  the  government  have  not  ab- 
stained from  making  the  prooK>tion  at  a  time  when  grave 
charges  are  brought  against  you  V  Up  to  that  point,  per- 
haps, nothing  was  said  which  might  not  be  said  of  any 
gentleman  who  happened  to  receive  rank,  being  at  the  time 
a  member  of  parliament,  except  that  there  was  an  allusion 
to  the  misfortune  of  Mr.  Seymour,  that  grave  charges 
were  pending  before  the  benchers.  After  referring  to  the 
plaintiff's  speech  at  Southampton,  in  which  his  appoint- 
ments were  alluded  to  as  the  result  of  professional  merit, 
the  writer  proceeded  to  assert  that  the  favours  which  had 
been  shown  were  notoriously  the  result  of  negociations. 
Did  that  mean  that  Mr.  Seymour  had  given  in  his  adhe- 
sion to  the  government  in  hopes  of  obtaining  professional 
advancement,  and  had  succeeded  in  obtaining  what  he 
wished,  or  that  Mr.  Seymour  was  doubtful,  and  was  likely 
to  go  against  the  government,  but  that  negociations  took 
place  in  the  lobby  by  which  Mr.  Seymour  agreed  to 
support  the  government,  and  got  a  promise  of  the  re- 
cordersbip  of  Newcastle  in  the  one  case,  and  of  the 
rank  of  Queen's  Counsel  in  the  other  ?  If  this  was 
what  was  meant,  no  doubt  it  was  a  very  serious  charge, 
implying  a  state  of  things  inconsistent  with  political  in- 
dependence, and  most  injurious  and  fatal  to  the  inde- 
pendence and  welfare  of  the  bar.  But  it  was  for  the 
jury,  whether  it  was  excused.  Mr.  Seymour  was  cross- 
examined  with  reference  to  the  appointment  to  the  re- 
cordership  of  Newcastle,  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  what  was  extracted  from  Mr.  Seymour  led  them 
to  think  there  was  any  foundation  for  these  charges.  It 
appeared  that  a  gentleman  who  performed  the  delicate 
duty  of  whipper-in  to  the  government  was  in  communica- 
tion with  Mr.  Seymour  on  the  subject  of  the  recordership, 
and  informed  him  that  Sir  W.  Atherlon,  to  whom  it  had 
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been  offered,  had  refused  it;  but  it  may  be  that  that 
gentleman  might  have  known  that  Mr.  Seymour  was  an 
applicant  for  the  recordership,  and  mentioned  the  fact  of 
its  having  been  refused  by  another  person,  as  an  agreeable 
piece  of  news,  without  any  intention  to  hold  out  the  ex- 
pectation that  Mr.  Seymour  would  receive  it  As  to  that 
part  of  the  libel  the  jury  would  have  to  say,  upon  the 
whole,  whether  the  writer  had  kept  within  the  fair  limits 
of  his  right  and  duty  as  a  public  writer,  or  had  made  as- 
sertions reflecting  upon  the  political  character  and  honour 
of  Mr.  Seymour  which  were  without  foundation. 

But  he  entirely  agreed  with  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendant,  that  this  was  not  the  prominent  part  of  the  ques- 
tion, and  he  could  not  help  thinking,  that  if  that  were  all 
which  had  been  writtep,  they  would  not  have  heard  of  this 
action.  The  stinging  part  of  the  article  was  that  which 
related  to  the  charges  which  had  been  made  the  subject  of 
inquiry  by  the  benchers,  and  he  differed  from  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff*  when  it  was  contended  that  under 
no  circumstances  could  private  conduct  form  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  observation  for  a  public  writer.*  Mr.  Seymour  did 
not  occupy  the  position  of  a  private  individual,  nor  was  it 
as  a  private  individual  that  his  conduct  was  made  the 
matter  of  inquiry.  Mr.  Seymour  was  a  barrister,  and,  as 
such,-  was  subject  to  the  domestic  forum  of  the  benchers. 
It  was  beyond  dispute  that  if  the  conduct  of  a  member  of 
an  Inn  of  Court  was  such  as  to  be  unworthy  of  a  gentle- 
roan,  he  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  benchers  of  his 
Inn.  In  the  same  way  as  officers  of  the  army  .were  sub- 
ject to  investigation  when  charges  were  made  against  them 
of  conduct  unbecoming  officers  and  gentlemen,  barristers 
were  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  benchers  if  their 
conduct  was  unbecoming  the  profession  and  unbecom- 
ing gentlemen  (cr).     The  benchers  exercised  their  juris- 

(«)  Sec  the  judgment  of  the  Hudson  v.  Siade,  on  the  same  sub- 
Lord  Chief  Justice  in  the  case  of     ject. 
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diction  partly  for  the  protection  of  the  profeflsioo  and  partly 
for  the  protection  of  the  public — for  the  protection  of  the 
profession  that  it  might  not  be  disgraced  by  having  en- 
rolled among  its  members  those  who  dishonoured  and  dis- 
credited \t,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  public  that  their 
confidence  in  the  rank  of  the  barrister  being  a  sufficient 
test  of  the  trustworthiness  and  honour  of  each  individual 
member  of  the  bar,  might  not  be  misled  and  abused. 
He  could  not  help  thinking  that  conduct  which  had 
brought  upon  Mr.  Seymour  an  inquiry  by  the  benchers, 
and  for  which  the  benchers  thought  it  necessary  to  pass 
upon  Mr.  Seymour  a  public  censure,  might  fairly  be  dis- 
tinguished from  private  conduct,  with  regard  to  which  any 
attack  would  be  unjustifiable.  Mr.  Seymour  was  not  only 
a  member  of  the  bar ;  he  was  not  only  a  member  of  par- 
liament ;  he  was  actually  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  land. 
He  was  recorder  of  an  important  town,  having  not  only 
civil  but  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  trying  men  for  offences 
against  the  laws  as  well  as  deciding  questions  of  private 
interest  and  property,  which  came  under  his  cognizance  as 
a  civil  Judge.  He  was  subject  to  removal  if  his  conduct 
was  such  as  to  be  unworthy  of  his  office,  at  least  if  that 
hability  were  an  open  question,  it  was  a  subject  for  discus- 
sion. Under  these  circumstances  it  was  impossible  to  say 
that  he  was  not  a  public  man,  and  that  his  conduct,  if  it 
had  reference  to  his  fitness  to  be  a  public  man  and  to 
occupy  a  public  position,  was  not  a  fair  subject  of  debate. 
Mr.  Seymour  held  a  position  in  which  integrity,  honesty 
and  honour  were  essential,  and  if  in  his  private  conduct  he 
showed  himself  destitute  and  devoid  of  those  essential 
qualities,  surely  it  could  not  be  said  that  it  was  not  a  fair 
matter  for  public  animadversion,  so  long  as  the  writer 
keeps  within  the  bounds  of  truth  and  the  limits  of  just 
criticism.  Were  these  comments  within  the  bounds  which 
might  be  reasonably  circumscribed  ?  It  was  quite  impos- 
sible not  to  feel  that  the  judgment  of  the  benchers  cast  a 
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very  severe  censure  on  Mr.  Seymour,  but  the  writer  of  the 
article  added  nothing  to  the  facts  upon  which  the  benchers 
proceeded.  If  the  defendant  had  given  to  the  world  that 
which  the  benchers  intended  to  keep  secret,  the  case  would 
be  different  But,  unfortunately,  Mr.  Seymour  went  down 
to  his  constituents  at  Southampton,  and.  finding  that 
placards  were  circulated  referring  to  what  had  passed  in 
the  Parliament  Chamber  of  the  Middle  Temple,  and  act- 
ing under  the  impulse  of  the  moment,  himself  gave  pub- 
licity to  the  whole  matter.  Mr.  Seymour  made  a  long  and 
violent  speech  at  Southampton.  Mr.  Seymour  returned 
and  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Times.  He  wrote  a  protest  to 
the  benchers,  and  he  sent  the  whole  to  the  public  press. 
The  writer  of  the  article  was  not  the  first  to  give  publicity 
to  the  charges  made  against  Mr.  Seymour  and  the  censure 
pronounced,  but  he  gave  the  judgment  of  the  benchers 
and  commented  upon  it  in  severe  terms.  It  would  be  for 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  severity  of  the  comment  was 
not  borne  out  by  the  severity  of  the  censure.  The  writer 
inserted  all  the  documents,  and  said  that  his  readers  might 
judge  for  themselves.  If  the  jury  arrived  at  the  conclu- 
sion that  such  a  matter  might  be  fairly  brought  before  the 
public,  it  was  difficult  to  see  how  it  could  be  brought  be- 
fore the  public  in  a  fairer  spirit, — when  they  found  that 
every  document  which  had  been  published  by  Mr.  Sey- 
mour was  included^  in  the  article.  The  jury  would  have  to 
form  an  opinion  whether  the  comments  were  fair,  and  to 
do  so  they  must  see  what  were  the  charges  and  what  were 
the  terms  of  the  censure.  Unfortunately,  the  charges 
against  Mr.  Seymour  were  not  before  them  in  an  intelligible 
form,  but  according  to  the  terms  of  the  sentence  of  the 
benchers,  there  was  grave  matter  of  censure  applied  to  the 
conduct  of  Mr.  Seymour.  The  jury  ought,  in  order  to  see 
whether  the  writer  was  imbued  with  hostility,  bitterness 
and  malice  towards  Mr.  Seymour,  to  consider  the  position 
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1862  in  which  Mr.  Seymour  stood.  Mr.  Seymoar  might  haye 
been  wounded  and  pained,  hot  they  must  see  whether 
the  writer  did  not  take  the  sentence  prononnced  as  the 
basis  upon  which  he  founded  the  obsenrations  which  he 
made? 

It  was  impossible  to  read  that  sentence  and  not  to  feel 
that  it  contained  condemnation  and  censure  of  a  very 
serious  character ;  and  the  jury  had  to  judge  of  the  com- 
ments made  upon  it.  The  writer  added  no  facts  of  his 
own,  and  was  not  responsible  for  the  facts.  A  tribunal  of 
competent  authority,  the  writer  said,  had  made  public  a 
sentence  reflecting  upon  a  public  man,  and  that  man,  upon 
whom  censure  was  passed,  had  taken  no  step,  either  by 
publishing  the  eyidence  or  by  appeal  to  a  superior  jurisdic- 
tion, effectually  to  vindicate  himself  from  the  sentence. 
Surely  it  was  a  fit  subject  for  public  animadv^sion, 
whether  the  person  censured  was  fit  to  occupy  the  position 
of  barrister,  judge  and  member  of  parliament.  There  was 
no  attempt  to  add  any  facts,  and  the  writer  proceeding  to 
make  comments  said,  true  it  was  that  Mr.  Seymour  pro- 
tested, true  it  was  that  Mr.  Seymour  denied  the  propriety 
of  the  censure  which  had  been  pronounced  upon  him ;  but 
until  Mr.  Seymour  took  the  course  which  was  open  to  him, 
of  bringing  before  the  public  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
which  had  been  taken,  and  of  which  he  was  in  possession, 
so  long  there  would  be  nothing  but  his  assertion  to  meet 
the  sentence,  and  so  long  the  writer  would  take  the  liberty 
to  say  the  sentence  was  well  founded,  and  the  facts  upon 
which  it  proceeded  incontestable.  It  was  said  that  the 
defendant  had  not  put  on  the  record  that  all  the  matters 
referred  to  in  the  sentence  were  true.  Upon  that  point 
there  was  great  force  in  the  observations  of  the  defendant's 
counsel.  Let  them  take  the  case  of  a  man  occupying  a 
high  position,  charged  with  an  offence,  brought  before  a 
jury,  and  a  verdict  passed  against  him.     Let  them  take 
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the  case  oFa  man,  whose  conduct  was  alleged  in  a  civil 
suit  to  be  unbecoming,  not  only  a  public  man  but  a  private 
individual.  Sentence  was  passed  or  a  verdict  was  given 
against  him,  and  a  public  writer,  assuming  the  sentence  to 
be  well  founded  or  the  verdict  to  be  right,  commented 
upon  that  which  was  a  matter  of  public  interest  and  pub- 
lic observation.  The  writer  commented  upon  that  which 
must  be  taken  to  be  an  admitted  and  ascertained  fact. 
The  person  affected  might  have  the  sentence  revoked  or  he 
might  have  the  verdict  set  aside,  but  the  decision  pro- 
nounced by  competent  authority  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
fact  until  the  contrary  appeared ;  and  a  public  writer,  who 
commented  upon  what  was  public  property,  ought  not  to 
be  held  responsible  in  an  action,  and  bound  to  take  upon 
himself  the  burthen  of  proof  as  to  the  whole  of  the  matters 
upon  which  the  decision  rested,  involving,  as  it  probably 
would,  an  inquiry  of  great  magnitude  and  great  expense. 
Now,  as  to  this,  the  question  was,  not  whether  the  sentence 
was  properly  pronounced  by  the  benchers,  but  whether  the 
writer  had  gone  beyond  the  limits  of  fair  comment  (a). 
Certainly  some  of  the  language  was  very  strong,  but  the 
writer  did  not  proceed  to  attack  Mr.  Seymour  until  Mr. 
Seymour  had  attacked  the  Northern  Circuit.  When  a  man 
sought  to  hold  another  responsible  for  a  hostile  attack  on 
himself,  he  should  not  be  the  man  who  had  unnecessarily 
and  wantonly  lavished  abuse  upon  the  other  (b).  Mr.  Sey- 
mour went  down  to  Southampton  and  there  he  made  attacks 
upon  the  bar  and  upon  the  benchers  of  his  Inn,  which  no 
doubt  were  present  to  the  mind  of  the  writer,  and  provoked 
a  certain  amount  of  indignation  against  Mr.  Seymour, 
because,  the  jury  might  pretty  well  guess,  the  writer  was 
himself  a  member  of  the  bar.    If  the  jury  thought  that  the 
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(«)    Vide   Campbell  v.   SpoUii- 
woodff  poti, 

VOL.  III.  E  E 


(b)  See  a  similar  observation  in 
Kanig  ▼.  R'Uckie,  pott. 
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language  of  the  writer  passed  the  proper  limits  of  fttir  cri-* 
ticism,  they  would  consider  how  far  that  language  was 
provoked  by  Mr.  Seymour  sowing  broadcast  aspersioDS 
upon  men  of  the  highest  character  and  honour  in  the  pro- 
fession. The  language  of  the  writer  was  certainly  very 
strong,  and  especially  in  the  passage  beginning  ''There 
are  two  kinds  of  Irishmen/'  &c.,  &c.  What  was  the  mean- 
ing of  that  passage  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine;  and 
then  they  would  have  to  say,  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  their  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the  writer  had 
transgressed  the  bounds  within  which  comments  upon  the 
character  of  public  men  ought  to  be  confined  («)•  What 
was  the  meaning  of  that  passage  it  was  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine. If  a  gentleman,  who  had  had  to  submit  to  the 
ordeal  of  an  inquiry  by  the  benchers  of  his  Inn,  and  had 
been  the  subject  of  severe  animadversion  and  censure,  was 
not  satisfied  with  the  decision,  but  took  the  opportunity  to 
challenge  public  attention  to  his  sentence — if  he  neither 
appealed  nor  submitted  in  a  contrite  spirit  with  the  inten- 
tion to  wipe  out  the  stain  in  the  time  to  come,  but,  if  in- 
stead he  denounced  his  benchers  as  unjust  judges, 
actuated  by  sinister  and  unworthy  motives,  and  ascribed 
the  charges  made  against  him  to  the  jealousy  or  hostility 
of  his  Circuit,  which,  as  he  alleged,  had  persecuted  him 
with  a  bitter  malignity  and  cruelty  because  he  was  an 
Irishman,  there  was  some  provocation  for  the  strong 
language  which  the  writer  had  used.  If  the  jury  thought 
that  the  writer  meant  more  than  that  Mr.  Seymour  was 
justly  blameable  and  that  his  character  as  a  public  man 
was  tarnished— -if  they  thought  that  the  writer  took  upon 
himself,  without  warrant  and  without  authority,  to  apply 
to  Mr.  Seymour  the  general  observations  on  the  worse 
sort  of  Irishmen,  who  was  said  to  be  *'  fertile  in  fraud  and 
the  most  unblushing  of  swindlers,"  then  they  would  con- 

(a)   Vide  Campbell  v.  Spottiswoodef  posl. 
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sider  that,  under  those  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  their  verdict,  upon  the  ground  that  the  writer 
bad  transgressed  the  bounds  within  which  one  who  was 
canvassing  the  character  of  a  public  man,  ought  still  to  be 
confined.  And  so,  if  the  writer  had  taken  the  opportunity 
of  gratifying  a  bitter  and  malignant  spirit  against  Mr.  Sey- 
mour, the  defendant  must  be  held  liable. 

If  the  jury  thought  that,  instead  of  a  fair,  reasonable, 
honest,  comment  upon  the  circumstances,  this  was  made 
an  opportunity  for  gratifying  personal  vindictiveness  and 
hostility,  they  would  have  to  assess  the  damages  which  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

The  jury  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  40^. 


1862. 


SpYMOUR 

V, 

Butter^ 

WORTH. 


Court  of  Common  Pleas,  coram  Byles,  J. 

ELLIOT  V.  HUGHES. 

Declaration,  that  the  defendant  had  contracted 
with  the  plaintiff  to  sell  and  deliver  him  seven  pockets  of 
hops,  at  a  certain  price,  which  was  paid. 

Breach:  non-delivery. 

Plea :  the  general  issue. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  J.  Brown  for  the  plaintiff. 
Diyhy  Seymour  and  M'Mahon  for  the  defendant. 

The  sole  question  was  as  to  damages. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  hop  merchant  at  Cirencester,  and 
the  defendant  a  hop  broker  in  Southwark. 

On  the  6th  May,  1862,  the  plaintiff  bought  of  the  de- 
fendant seven  pockets  of  hops  at  the  price  of  51.  lOs.  per 
cwt.,  to  be  delivered  forthwith,  and  paid  for  them  by  ac- 
cepting a  bill  for  the  amount  at  four  months. 

On  the  14th  May  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  hops,  which 
B  b2 
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The  measure  of 
damages  for 
the  Don -de- 
li very  of  goods, 
paid  for  at  the 
time  of  pur- 
chase, is,  the 
difference  be- 
tween that 
price  and  the 
highest  price 
the  goods  have 
attained  up  to 
the  time  of 
trial. 
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1M9.        the  defendant  refused  to  gire,  mlleging  thai  he  had  soM 

Elliott       ^^^^^  ^J  the  authoritv  of  the  plamtiff  at  the  price  of  4L  15*. 

«-  per  cvit.,  the  market  having  fallen  in  the  interrai.    The 

market  continued  to  fall  till  September.     When  the  h91  of 

exchange   became  doe,  the   plaintiff  was  sned   for  and 

obliged  to  pay  it. 

In  September  hops  rose  to  6iL,  and  in  November  to 
IL  I  Of.  per  cwt.,at  which  price  they  continued  till  the  day 
of  trial.  The  action  was  begun  in  NoTember.  On  the 
plaintiff  tendering  evidence  of  the  price  from  September 
to  thet  Hie  of  trial, 

Joseph  Brazen  (with  whom  was  Shee,  Serjt.),  objected 
that  such  evidence  was  not  admissible,  as  a  series  of  cases 
had  decided  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  the  non- 
delivery of  goods  purchased  was  the  market  price  at  the 
time  of  the  breach  of  contract. 

M*Mahon  (with  whom  was  Dighy  Seynumr\  submitted 
that  that  rule  applied  only  where  the  goods  were  not  paid 
for  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  in  which  case  it  was  said 
that  the  buyer  not  having  parted  with  his  money,  could  go 
with  it  into  the  market  and  buy  at  the  current  price;  but 
that  a  diflierent  rule  prevailed  where,  as  in  the  present  case, 
the  price  was  paid  at  the  time  of  purchase.  There  was  no 
case  in  which  this  precise  point  had  been  decided  in  the 
courts  of  this  country,  though  there  were  several  decisions 
upon  it  in  the  American  courts.  The  nearest  analogous 
cases  in  our  courts  were  those  relating  to  the  loan  of  stock, 
in  which  it  was  decided  that,  on  the  failure  to  return  it^tlie 
lender  was  entitled  to  recover  the  highest  price  up  to  the 
day  of  trial. 

Brown  said  that  here  the  plaintiff  had  not  paid  for  the 
hops,  but  merely  given  an  acceptance  for  them. 

His  Lordship  said  that  made  no  difference;  as  the 
plaintiff  had  given  his  acceptance,  he  was  bound  to  keep  ^ 
money  to  provide  for  its  payment  at  maturity.     He  would 
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rule  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of        1863 
the  hops  at  the  price  of  the  present  day,  but  would  give 
the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  reduce  the  damages  if  the 
Court  should  think  he  was  wrong. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly  at  the  price 

on  the  day  of  trial. 

Verdict,  16/.  (a). 

(a)  The  defendant  did  not  move  the  Court  to  reduce  the  damages. 
Ex  relatione  M*Mahon, 

1862. 
Court  of  Exchequer ,  coram  Martin,  B,  Middlesex 

Sittingt. 
WOODWARD    V.    PETO    and   another.  Michaelmoi 

-w-^  Term* 

XyECLARAT10N,that  the  defendants  were  possessed  of  In  an  action 
a  shoot  and  were  discharging  sulphur;  that  the  plaintiff  fn"IJJ^f^*^" 
was  lawfully  receiving  the  sulphur  into  a  lighter,  and  that  |"J"'7  cau«ed 
the   defendants,  by  their  servants,  negligently  managed  in  the  course 
their  shoot  that  the  same  fell  upon  the  plaintiff  while  he  a  cargo;  the 
was  in  the  said  lighter  and  injured  him.  were^**aid  b^y 

Plea  :   Not  guilty.  the  merchant 

•r^  n     •  1    »•  «.       1         1    •     .  /T»  for  the  dis- 

JParry,  Serjt.,  and  Joyce  for  the  plamtiff.  charge-.— Held, 

BovilUnA  Watkin  Williams  for  the  defendants.  rh*anh1rme*Q 

The   action    was   against   Sir   Morton    Peto   and    Mr.  actually  en- 

gaged  in  the 
Brassey,  lessees  of,  and  worked,  the  Victoria  Docks,  and  work  were  in 

who  admitted  that  they  were  the  proper  parties  to  be  sued     ^"^•^P^y- 

in  respect  of  claims  arising  in  the  working  of  the  docks. 

A  ship  was  being  discharged  of  a  cargo  of  sulphur,  which 
was  received  into  lighters  of  the  plaintiff  through  the 
"shoot"  referred  to,  which  was  erected  by  the  men  who 
actually  did  the  work. 

The  defendants  were  paid  by  the  merchant  for  discharg- 
ing his  ship;  and  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  it  was 
to  be  inferred  from  this  fact  that  the  men  who  did  the 
work  and  erected  the  "  shoot "  were  in  the  employ  of  the 
defendants,  but 

Mabtin,  B.|  held   that  this  was  not  a  legitimate  in- 
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ierence,  whether  of  law  or  fact ;  and  that  the  above  fact 
was  not  suBBcient  evidence  to  support  it,  for  the  work 
might  have  been  done  by  the  men  under  some  aub^coo- 
tract  (a) ;  and 

Parry ^  Serjt.,  thereupon  being  forced  to  call  the  steve- 
dore^ it  appeared  that  such  was  in  fact  the  case,  whereuf>oo 

Martin,  B.,  directed  a 

Nonsuit. 

372.  And  any  inference  as  to  the 
coarse  of  business,  or  the  like,  is 
one  of  fact,  and  not  a  presumption 
of  law ;  see  MiddUtan  ▼.  Bamtd^  4 
Exch.  Rep.  211.  It  is  like  a  case 
of  prima  facie  evidence  of  negli- 
gence; Piggott  V.  Eastern  dmmiin 
RaUway  Company,  3  C.  B.  229; 
andsee5  H.  &  N.  216. 


(a)  That  may  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  a  fact  which  is  consistent 
with  the  negative  or  affirmative  of 
it ;  but  it  must  appear  that  the  af- 
firmative is  more  probable  than  the 
negative,  so  as  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion in  favour  of  the  former  rather 
than  the  latter,  and  show  a  balam-e 
that  way ;  Jeweii  v.  Parr,  13  C.  B. 
909;  per  Crowder,  J.,  17  C.  B. 


Lm»4tomSliHng9, 

Jiiickmelmmi 
Temu 


Court  of  Queens  Bench,  Guildhall, coram  Cockbum,  C  J. 
HUDSON  V.  SLADE  akd  othbrs. 

J^t^^T  -A-CTION  against  four  of  the  benchers  and  one  Dakyns, 
under-treasurer,  and  one  Bye,  head  porter  of  the  Middle. 
Temple. 

Declaration,  that  the  defendants  assaulted,  seized  and 


Court  being 
engaged  in  an 
inquiry  into 
the  conduct  of 
a  barrister,  a 
member  of  the 

Inn,  especially  in  relation  to  certain  transactions  in  a  company  ;  he  produced  1 
director  as  a  witness  in  his  favor ;  and  they,  having  procured,  from  the  solicitor  of  the  com- 
pany, a  manifold  letter-book  conuining  copies  of  letters  to  and  from  divers  persons,  mostly 
relating  to  the  affairs  of  the  company,  but  cotitaining  also  two  or  three  private  letters^  cross- 
examined  him  therefrom  ;  he  alierwards  asked  for  it,  in  order,  as  he  said,  to  offer  aa  explana- 
tion, and  having  got  it,  put  it  in  his  pocket  and  declared  he  should  keep  it,  and,  when  requested, 
refused  to  return  it ;  iiihereu}H>n  they  directed  their  porters  to  retake  it  by  force :  in  an  action 
for  the  assault,  they  justified,  on  the  above  facts ;  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  bought  and  naid 
for  the  book  in  blank  : — Held^  1.  That  unless  the  book  was  the  private,  peraooal,  book  of  the 
plaintiff  they  had  lawful  possession,  and  he  had  no  right  to  retake  it.  2.  That  if  it  was 
really  and  mainly  the  letter>book  of  the  company,  it  would  »ol  be  his  private  book  merely 
by  reason  of  his  having  originally  bought  the  book  in  blank,  or  having  put  two  or  three 
private  letters  into  iL  S.  Thst,  whether  it  was  his  private  book  or  that  <tf'tiie  oonpany,  «ai 
a  question  for  the  jury  on  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  including  the  letters  tbssnscltes. 
4.  That  if  it  were  the  company's  book  the  defendants  had  lawful  pocsession  of  it.  for  the 
purpose  of  lawfully  retaking  it  by  force,  even  after  the  plaintiff  had  it  in  his  podiet.  Qmmw, 
whether,  even  assuming  it  to  be  the  plaintiff  *s  book,  it  having  been  oooe  lawftilly  in  the 
custody  of  the  benchers  in  the  course  of  an  inquiry  into  a  matter  over  whidi  fiief  had 
jurisdiction,  it  could  be  lawfully  taken  from  them  pending  that  inquiry ! 
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laid  hold  or  and  beat  the  plaiDtifi^and  with  great  force  apd 
violence  pulled  and  dragged  him  about,  and  then  gave  and 
struck  the  plaintiff  divers  blows  and  strokes  on  different 
parts  of  his  body,  and  head,  and  face,  and  then  violently 
cast  and  threw  the  plaintiff  down  to  and  upon  the  floor  and 
upon  certain  chairs;  and  then  hustled,  rummaged  and 
overhauled  the  clothes  and  wearing  apparel  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  then  tore  and  damaged  the  same,  and  then  struck  him, 
&c.,  and  also  imprisoned  him,  and  carried  him  to  a  certain 
police  station,  &c. 

Plea  :  as  to  the  assaulting,  &c.  (but  not  the  imprisoning, 
&c.);  that  the  Middle  Temple  was,  and  still  is,  one  of  the 
ancient  Inns  of  Court  in  this  kingdom ;  and  the  Honorable 
Society  of  the  Middle  Temple  was  and  is  a  Society  of 
Barristers-at-Law  and  Students,  members  of  the  said 
Society,  under  the  government  and  management  of  certain 
members  of  the  said  Society,  being  the  Master,  Treasurer, 
and  Master  of  the  Bench  of  the  said  Society  for  the  time 
being  (a).     And  the  four  first- named  defendants  were  then 

(a)  "Au  Inn  of  Courtis  nobody       Rej  v,  Gray't  Inn,  1  Doug.  353. 


1862. 


coq)orate,  but  only  a  roluntary  so- 
ciety, and  submitting  to  govern- 
ment; and  the  ancient  and  usual 
way  of  redress  for  any  grievance  in 
the  Inns  of  Court  was  by  appeal- 
ing to  the  Judges;"  Booremans 
Cute^  cited  by  Mansfield,  C.  J., 
1  Doug.  354.  "  The  original  in- 
stitution of  the  Inns  of  Court  no- 
where precisely  appears,  but  it  is 
certain  that  they  are  not  corpora- 
tions, and  have  no  constitution  by 
charters  from  the  crown.  They  are 
roluntmry  societies,  which  for  ages 
have  submitted  to  government, 
analogous  to  that  of  other  semina- 
ries of  learning.  But  all  the  power 
they  have  concerning  the  admis- 
non  to  the  bar  u  delegated  to  them 
from  the  Judges,  and  in  every  in- 
stance their  conduct  is  subject  to 
heir  control  as  visitors;*'    Ibid.; 


So,  per  Tenter  DEN,  C.  J.,  Rex  v. 
Lincoln  s  Inn,  4  B.  &  C.  885.  In 
a  case  cited  in  the  notes  to  the 
former  case,  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  pleaded  special  pleas  of 
justification,  **  wherein  were  set 
forth  the  constitution  and  regula- 
tions of  the  Inns  of  Court,  and  the 
different  proceedings  and  orders  of 
the  Middle  Temple;"  and  these 
pleas  appear  to  have  been  similar  to 
the  above.  The  cases  show  clearly 
that  the  benchers  had  jurisdiction 
to  inquire  into  the  matters  set  forth 
in  the  plea,  as  relating  to  the  con- 
duct of  a  barrister  or  member  of 
the  Inn.  And  see  the  case  of 
Hart,  cited  in  a  note  to  the  Gray*t 
Inn  Case,  which  in  some  respects 
appears  to  have  been  a  similar  sort 
of  inquiry.     See  1  Doug.  354. 
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respectively  members  and  masters  of  the  Bench  of  the  said 
Society,  and  the  said  defendsmt,  Thomas  Henry  Dakyns, 
was  then  the  under-treasurer  and  an  oflScer  of  the  said 
Society,  and  the  servant  of  the  Master  of  the  said  Bench ; 
and  the  said  defendant,  Richard  Bye,  was  then  the  head 
porter  and  an  officer  of  the  said  Society,  and  the  senrant  of 
the  Master  of  the  said  Bench ;  and  Wilh'am  Digby  Sey- 
mour was  then  a  member  of  the  said  Society ;  and,  before 
the  committing  of  any  of  the  alleged  trespasses  herein 
pleaded  to,  divers  of  the  members  of  the  said  Society 
Masters  of  the  said  Bench,  had  as  such  Masters  held  cer- 
tain parliaments,  councils  or  meetings  of  Masters  of  the 
Bench  of  the  said  Society  in  the  Parliament  Chamber  of 
and  belonging  to  the  said  Society,  according  to  the  usage 
and  practice  of  the  said  Society,  for  the  purpose  of  inquir- 
ing, and  had  then  and  there  inquired  into  certain  matters 
affecting  the  conduct  and  character  of  the  said  William 
Digby  Seymour,  as  such  member  of  the  said  Soicety»  be- 
fore the  said  Masters  in  the  Parliament  Chamber,  touch- 
ing and  concerning  certain  of  the  said  matters  of  the  said 
inquiry  (a) ;  to  wit,  matters  relating  to  a  certain  company, 
called  "The  Waller  Gold  Mining  Company,"  with  which 
the  said  William  Digby  Seymour,  so  being  such  member  of 
the  said  Society  as  aforesaid,  had  been  connected,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  then  and  there  voluntarily  appeared  and  sub- 
mitted himself  to  be  then  and  there  examined  and  ques- 
tioned touching  and  concerning  the  said  matters  as  vieil 
by  the  said  William  Digby  Seymour  as  by  the  said 
Masters  of  the  said  Bench.  And  it  had  then  and  there, 
upon  such  inquiry  and  upon  the  examination  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  huch  witness  as  aforesaid,  appeared  before  and  to 
the  said  Masters  as  the  fact  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
himself  connected  with  the  said  Waller  Gold  Mining 
Company,  and  with  divers  matters  relating  thereto,  and  the 
plaintiff  as  and  being  such  witness  as  aforesaid  had  been 
(a)  Vide  ante,  p.  391,  note  (a). 
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and  was  then  and  there  questioned  by  one  of  the  said 
Masters,— to  wit,  by  the  said  defendant  Benjamin  Bridges 
Hunter  Rodwell, — of  and  concerning  the  last-mentioned 
matters,  and  divers  of  the  questions  of  and  concerning  the 
last-mentioned  matters,  which  had  been  and  were  then  and 
there  put  to  the  plaintiff  as  and  being  such  witness  as 
aforesaid  by  the  said  defendant  Benjamin  Bridges  Hunter 
Rodwell,  were  founded  upon  certain  papers  [of  the  said 
Masters  (a)]  which  were  then  and  there  produced  by  the 
said  Masters  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  inquiry,  and 
which  were  then  and  there  in  the  possession  and  custody 
of  the  said  Masters  (6),  to  wit,  copies  of  certain  letters 
which  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  admitted  to  have  been 
written  by  him  and  other  persons  connected  with  the 
said  Waller  Gold  Mining  Company,  and  from  which 
papers  the  conduct  of  the  said  William  Digby  Seymour 
and  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  credibility  of  the  plaintiff  as 
such  witness  as  aforesaid  respectively  with  reference  to  the 
last-mentioned  matters  might  and  would  have  been  made 
more  manifest ;  and  because  the  said  inquiry  and  the  said 
examination  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  witness  as  aforesaid 
could  not  be  then  and  there  completed  and  terminated  at 
the  last-mentioned  parliament,  council  or  meeting  so  held 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  parliament,  council  or  meeting  was 
then  and  there  duly  adjourned  by  the  said  Masters  to  a 
certain  other  day,  and  was  on  the  last-mentioned  day  and 
before  the  committing  of  any  of  the  alleged  trespasses 
herein  pleaded  to  by  such  adjournment  as  aforesaid  duly 
continued  and  again  held  in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber, 
and  was  so  held  by  and  before  the  said  defendantf<,  &c.,  as 
and  being  such  Masters  as  aforesaid,  and  others  members 
of  the  said  Society,  Masters  of  the  said  Bench,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  continuing  the  said  inquiry  ;  and  the  said  inquiry 
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(a)  That  is,  papers  of  which  they 
were  then  lawfully  possessed  down 
to  and  at  the  time  of  the  assault. 


(6)  Vide  supra.  The  validity  of 
the  plea  appears  to  depend  upon 
this  allegation. 
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was  then  and  there  continued  accordinglji  and  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  again  voluntarily  appeared  before  and  at 
the  said  parliament,  council  or  meeting  as  such  witness  as 
aforesaid,  and  again  submitted  himself  to  be  examined  and 
questioned  touching  and  concerning  the  said  matters  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  the  said  papers  were  then  and  there  again 
produced  by  the  said  Masters  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
inquiry,  and  were  then  and  there  in  the  possession  and  cus- 
tody of  the  said  Masters ;  and  the  defendants  sayi  that 
thereupon  the  plaintiff  immediately  before  the  committing  of 
any  of  the  alleged  trespasses  herein  pleaded  tO|and  whilst 
he  was  so  appearing  and  being  questioned  as  such  witness  as 
aforesaid  in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber,  did  [fraudulently 
and  by  false  pretences,  and  in  order  to  screen  himself  from 
the  more  ample  disclosure  of  his  said  conduct  (a),]  and  to 
prevent  the  said  Masters  of  the  said  Bench  from  judging 
of  his  credibility  as  such  witness  as  aforesaid,  and  from 
proceeding  with  the  said  inquiry  in  so  ample  a  manner  as 
they  otherwise  might  and  could  have  done,  obtain  posses- 
sion of  the  said  papers  from  the  hands  of  one  of  the  said 
Masters,  and  then  and  there  wrongfully  and  forcibly  kept 
possession  thereof,  and  secreted  the  same  upon  his  person, 
and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use ;  and  although  he 
was  then  and  there  and  before  the  committing  of  any  of 
the  alleged  trespasses  herein  pleaded  to  requested  by  the 
said  Masters  to  deliver  up  to  them  the  said  papers,  he  then 
and  there,  and  before  the  committing  of  any  of  the  alleged 
trespasses  herein  pleaded  to,  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and 
wrongfully  and  forcibly  withheld  the  same  so  secreted  and 
converted  as  aforesaid  against  the  will  of  the  said  Masters; 
and  thereupon,  by  reason  of  the  premises  and  because  the 
said  Masters  then  had  immediate  and  urgent  need  then 
and  there  to  obtain  possession  of  and  use  of  the  said 
papers  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  the  said  inquiry  as 

(a)  Thlt  part  was  by  consent  struck  out  by  the  Lord  Chief  Jostiee  at 
the  trial  as  mere  surplusage ;  vide  pott. 
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named,  as  and  being  such  Masters  of  the  said  Bench  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there,  and  during  the  said  holding  of  9. 

the  said  parliament,  council  or  meeting,  and  in  fresh  pur*  g^id  Others. 
suit  of  the  said  papers  (a),  and  in  order  to  obtain  (6)  posses- 
sion thereof,  commanded  and  required  the  said  other  de- 
fendants (Dakyns  and  Bye),  as  and  being  such  officers 
and  servants  of  the  said  Masters  as  aforesaid,  to  take  the 
•aid  papers  from  and  out  of  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiff (c)  ;  and  thereupon  the  said  defendant  Bye,  with  the 
aid  of  the  said  defendant  Dakyns,  as  and  being  such 
officers  and  servants  as  aforesaid,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  commands  of  the  said  Masters,  and  in  order  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  said  papers  for  the  said  Masters,  then  and 
there  gently  laid  their  hands  on  the  plaintiff  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  from  him  the  said  papers,  using  no  more 
force  than  was  necessary  in  that  behalf;  and  because  the 
plaintiff  then  and  there  violently  resisted  and  assaulted  the 
said  defendant  Bye  and  struck  and  kicked  him  and  pulled 
him  about ;  the  said  defendant  Bye  then  and  there,  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  other  defendants,  and  with  their 
assent,  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  assaulted  and 
beat  the  plaintiff  and  laid  him  down  on  certain  chairs  and 
upon  the  floor  there,  and  a  little  pulled  about,  tore  and 
damaged  the  wearing  apparel  and  the  effects  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  declaration  mentioned,  using  no  more  force  than 
was  necessary  in  order  to  endeavour  to  obtain  the  said 
papers  from  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  to  defend  himself 
from  the  said  attacks,  assaults  and  violence  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  are  the  alleged  trespasses  herein  pleaded  to. 

3.  As'  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  the  second  plea 

(a)  That  is,  before  the  plaintiff  to  retain  possession ;  vide  poiif  410. 

had  acquired  a  lawful  possession,  (r)  Which,  according  to  Cham- 

which  a  person  does  not  do  by  a  ben  v.    Metier,   anie,    205,   they 

mere  act  of  trespass;    Broum  v.  would  have  a  right  to  do,  having 

Dtntum,  12  A.  &  £.  628.  from  the  first  resisted  the  plaintiflf's 

(6)  That  is,  to  re^btain,  or  rather  attempt  to  possess  himself  of  the 
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1862.  is  not  pleaded  to  (a),  the  defendants  say,  that  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  herein 
pleaded  to,  the  defendants  first  named  were  respectively 
such  Members  and  Masters  of  the  Bench  of  the  said  So- 
ciety of  the  Middle  Temple^  as  in  the  second  plea  men- 
tionedy  and  the  said  defendant  Dakyns  was  then  the  under- 
treasurer  and  an  officer  of  the  said  Society  and  the  servant 
of  the  Master  of  the  said  Bench,  and  the  said  defendant 
Bye  was  then  the  head  porter  and  an  officer  of  the  said 
Society  and  the  servant  of  the  Masters  of  the  said  Bench ; 
and,  amongst  others,  the  said  defendants  first  mentioned 
were  then,  as  such  Masters,  holding  a  parliament,  council 
or  meeting  of  the  Masters  of  the  Bench  of  the  said  So- 
ciety in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber  of  and  belonging  to 
the  said  Society,  according  to  the  usage  and  practice  of 
the  said  Society ;  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  then  being 
in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber,  immediately  before  the 
committing  of  any  of  the  alleged  trespasses  herein  pleaded 
to,  violently  assaulted  the  said  defendant  Richard  Bye(i), 
and  struck  and  kicked  him  and  pulled  him  about,  and 
made  an  affray  in  breach  of  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 

book  ;  whether  or  not,  the  law  laid  course  be  clearer,  as  to  the  law,  if 
down  in  Blades  v.  Uiggt^  30  L.  J.,  the  treasurer  had  grasped  bis  arm 
C.  P.  347,  that  a  mere  constructive  as  he  put  it  Into  his  pocket ;  but 
possession  (that  is,  a  possession  re-  that  was  a  mere  surprise,  aud  so 
Tested  in  law  by  a  request  to  rede-  soon  as  the  defendants  taw  the 
liverachattel  wrongfully  taken  pos-  act  done  they  protested  and  re- 
session  of,)  is  sufficient  to  justify  a  sisted. 

forcible  retaking ;  as  to  which,  qtutre,  (a)  That  is,  the  alleged  imprismf 

Here,  however,  that  question  did  ment, 

not  arise;    for  the  plea  carefully  (6)  That  is,  t<n/aw/ti% assaulted 

shows  that  the  defendants  never  him,    which  would   depend   upon 

acquiesced  io  or  allowed  the  plain-  whether  he  could  plead  son  tamuU 

tiff  to  get  lawful  possession  of  the  demesne  to  an  action  by  Bye ;  and 

book,  but  protested  against  and  re-  that  would  of  course  depend  upon 

sisted  his  attempt.     So  that  if  they  whether  Bye  could  justify  his  own 

had  lawful  possession  previously ,  he  previous  assault;  and  that  involves 

had  no  possession  at  the  time  of  the  question  raised  in  the  first  plea ; 

the  assault.     The  case  would  of  vide  ante,  p.  395  (c),  and  post,  400. 
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Queen  in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber,  in  the  presence 
of  the  defendants  respectively ;  and  because  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  made  a  great  noise  and  disturbance,  and 
continued  to  make  a  great  affray  in  breach  of  the  peace  as 
aforesaid,  the  defendants,  as  and  being  such  Masters  of 
the  said  Bench  and  such  officers  and  servants  respectively 
as  aforesaid,  did,  by  reason  of  the  premises  and  in  order 
to  prevent  the  continuance  of  the  said  affray  and  breach 
of  the  peace,  then  procure  the  attendance  in  the  said  Par- 
liament Chamber  of  two  police  officers  (a',  having  then  and 
there  due  and  lawful  authority  to  act  in  that  behalf;  and 
because  the  plaintiff  then  used  menacing  language,  and 
continued  to  make  a  great  noise,  disturbance  and  affray 
in  the  said  Parliament  Chamber  in  breach  of  the  peace 
as  aforesaid  (ft),  the  said  defendants,  as  and  being  such 
Masters  of  the  said  Bench  and  such  officers  and  servants 
respectively  as  aforesaid,  did,  in  order  to  prevent  a  continu- 
ance of  the  said  nffray  and  breach  of  the  peace,  request 
the  said  police  officers  to  take  the  plaintiff  into  their  cus- 
tody to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law  in  respect  of  the 
premises;  and  the  said  police  officers,  having  then  and 
there  due  and  lawful  authority  to  act  in  that  behalf,  then 
and  there  accordingly  took  the  plaintiff  into  their  custody 
and  conveyed  him  to  the  nearest  police  station-house,  and 
had  him  in  their  custody  there  for  the  purpose  last  afore- 
said, which  are  the  several  trespasses  herein  pleaded  to. 
Issue. 

New  assignment:  that  the  plaintiff  sues  the  defendants. 


1862. 
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9, 

Blade 
and  Othen. 


(a)  That  a  person  committing 
an  afiray  majf  be  given  into  custody 
to  prevent  its  continuance ;  Timothy 
T.  Simpaon,  1  C.  M  &  R.  757;  Price 
T.  Seeley,  10  G.  &  Fin.  28.  But 
then  the  only  "  affray*'  was  caused 
here  by  the  assault  on  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  question  would  be  whether 
ikai  was  justified. 


(b)  This,  of  course,  would  be 
proved,  assuming  the  first  plea  sus- 
tained, as  showing  that  he  wrong- 
fully  seized  the  book,  and  that  they 
lawfully  resisted  his  seizure  of  it 
The  validity  of  this  plea,  therefore, 
would  depend  on  the  former,  and 
involve  the  same  question;  vide 
ante,  p.  395  (ir),  and  pott,  400. 
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HUDSOW 

9, 
ShkUM 

•ndOthen. 


not  only  for  the  causes  of  action  in  the  said  second  and 
third  pleas  admitted  and  atteroptkl  to  be  jostided,  bat 
also  for  that  the  defendants,  on  the  other  and  different 
occasions  and  for  other  and  different  purposes  in  the  second 
and  third  pleas  mentioned,  &c. 

M.  Chambers,  Collier  and  Horace  Lloyd  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sliee,  Serjt.,  Pigoit,  Serjt.,  and  Field  for  the  defendants. 

The  preliminary  averments  in  the  special  pleas,  at  re* 
garded  the  existence  of  the  Society  and  the  holding  the 
inquiry,  were  not  disputed. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  not  denied  that  the  four  prin* 
cipal  defendants  ordered  the  two  other  defendants  to  re* 
take  the  papers  from  the  plaintiff,  and  to  use  so  much 
force  and  violence  as  might  be  necessary  for  that  purpose, 
though  it  was  denied  that  they  gave  him  into  custody. 

The  defendants'  lawful  possession  of  the  papers  was  the 
main  matter  of  controversy. 

As  to  that  the  evidence  was  thus : — 

One  of  the  charges  made  against  Mr.  Seymour  was,  that 
he  had  misappropriated  certain  shares  of  a  Captain  Robert* 
son,  a  co-director  in  a  gold  mining  company  (since  wound 
up),  called  the  "  Waller  Gold  Mining  Company."  The 
defence  was,  that  the  shares  had  been  deposited,  with 
Robertson's  assent,  in  order  to  meet  liabilities  arising  out 
of  certain  transactions  in  the  share  market.  To  sustain 
this  defence,  Mr.  Seymour,  on  the  8th  June,  1861,  when 
the  inquiry  was  pending,  called  before  the  benchers,  as  his 
witness,  Hudson,  the  now  plaintiff,  who,  as  it  appeared  from 
his  evidence  then,  and  now,  had,  in  1852  become  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Seymour,  and,  in  connection  with  him,  had  formed 
the  company ;  he  and  Robertson  afterwards  being  directors, 
and  Mr.  Seymour  chairman  of  the  company.  It  was  while 
Mr.  Seymour  was  chairman,  and  the  plaintiff  and  Robert- 
son directors,  that  the  transaction  in  question  took  place. 

Previously  to  the  plaintiff's  thus  appearing  before  the 
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benchers  to  be  examined^  they  had,  unknown  to  him,  got 
a  manifold  letter-book,  marked  "  private  letter-book/' 
which  had  been  left  at  the  office  of  the  company,  and 
which  they  obtained  from  one  Brown,  who  had  been  so- 
licitor of  the  company,  and  with  whom,  after  its  collapse, 
the  book,  &c.  had  been  left.  This  book  contained  seven- 
teen letters,  of  which  one  was  marked  **  private,"  and, 
with  one  or  two  others,  related  to  affairs  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
of  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Seymour,  of  a  nature  entirely  private. 
The  bulk  of  the  letters,  however,  related  to  the  affairs  of 
the  company ;  and  only  six,  out  of  the  whole  number,  were 
letters  of  or  from  the  plaintiff  (a).  The  rest  were  letters 
to  and  from  other  persons,  and  neither  written  to  or  by 
the  plaintiff.  Most  of  them,  indeed,  were  copies  of  letters 
by  him  or  the  secretary  to  agents  or  officers  of  the  com- 
pany at  home  or  abroad — as,  to  the  engineer,  the  resident 
manager,  or  the  like ;  and  the  letters  of  the  plaintiff  had 
numerous  allusions  to  Mr.  Seymour.  There  was  one  letter 
— from  the  plaintiff  to  the  manager  of  the  mine  in  America 
(one  Greg),  dated  November,  1854 — which  contained  allu- 
sions to  a  dividend  to  be  declared,  and  asking  for  reports 
and  advices  such  as  would  justify  it.     It  ran  thus: — 

'*  Let  U8  know  the  exact  results  from  the  Waller  vein,  in  which  we  are  all 
deeply  interested.  The  result,  we  hope,  is,  that  we  may  be  in  a  position, 
by  the  beginning  of  the  year,  to  pay  a  5  per  cent,  dividend.  We  shall  be 
glad  to  be  advised  by  you  in  time  that  we  have  obtained  sufficient  from 
the  Waller,  after  paying  the  cost  of  production.  It  will  require  about 
3,000/.  to  be  shown  as  produced,  to  effect  this.  If  you  send  the  advices 
we  can  arrange  the  matter  very  easily.  The  immediate  results  of  paying 
a  dividend  will  be,  that  we  shall  get  money  enough  to  carry  on  our  ope- 
rations on  a  scale  which  would  please  you.  o  o  o  w^  did  not  make 
URe  of  your  report  until  we  had  secured  S.'s  shares  from  being  thrown  on 
the  market    At  the  end  of  the  week  we  shall  report  the  striking  of  the 


(a)  It  hat  been  often  held,  at 
law  and  equity,  that  private  letters 
are  the  property  of  the  writer,  so 
that  they  cannot  be  published  by  the 
party  receiving  them  {per  Mans- 
fifcLD,  C.  J.,  MUler  v,  Taylor,  4 
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Burr.  2356),  though  he  has,  of 
course,  a  lawful  possession  and  pro-, 
perty  in  the  paper  ;  Earle  v.  Hol- 
dernesi,  4  Bing.  462 ;  The  Bishop 
of  Exeter  y.  Shutte,  in  Chanc,  £• 
T.  1863. 
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Waller  fcin,  and  ketp  tip  ike  excUememi  hf  gr&dmai  ^ueiamm  of  mtr 
goodfartumt^  reserving  for  our  meeting  tomethtng  rmj  finl-nte  at  a 
dimaz." 

There  was  a  letter^  of  August,  1855,  from  the  secretary 
of  the  company  to  the  plaintiff,  then  in  America,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  the  dividend  had  been  declared, 
and  that  Greg,  the  manager,  to  whom  the  former  letter 
bad  been  written  by  the  plaintiff,  was  then  in  England; 
and  it  contained  these  passages,  referring  (as  was  suggested) 
\o  the  previous  letter  above  set  forth : — 

'<  Greg  has  had  repeated  interviews  with  Mr.  Seymoor.  *  *  *  He 
(Greg)  has  a  letter  in  his  possession  from  yon,  which  he  saya  will  damn 
you  to  all  eternity,  o  o  o  q^^  shares  are  without  the  leaf t  move- 
ment. Since  the  payment  of  the  dividend,  there  has  not  been  a  single 
transaction ;  which  is  a  matter  of  some  surprise  to  Mr.  W.  D*  Srymoiir 
and  myself."    o    o     o 

These  were  the  principal  passages,  from  which  the 
benchers  had  cross-examined  the  now  plaintiff,  especially 
as  to  the  transactions  as  to  the  share  market  and  the  de- 
claration of  the  dividend  referred  to,  with  a  view,  as  was 
suj^gested,  to  raise  the  price  of  the  shares ;  and  in  particular 
with  reference  to  the  passage  as  to  ^*  gradual  disclosures" 
and  "  keeping  up  the  excitement,"  &c.  The  book  was 
handed  to  him  to  read  from,  and  he  read  from  it  At  the 
close  of  the  sitting,  the  cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff 
not  having  been  closed,  he  was  asked  to  attend  again 
next  day,  and  agreed  to  do  so.  He  came  accordingly,  and 
asked  to  be  allowed  to  look  at  the  book,  for  the  purpose 
of  offering,  as  he  said,  some  explanation.  It  was  at  once 
handed  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and,  having  got  it,  he 
folded  it  up  (a),  put  it  into  his  coat  pocket,  and  then  de- 
clared that  it  was  his  private  letter-book,  and  that  he  should 
retain  it.     The  benchers  remonstrated  with  him,  and  re- 


(o)  If  at  this  moment,  or  during 
the  course  of  the  act  of  folding  up 
and  pocketing  the  book  his  hand 
had  been  arrested,  or  his  arm  seized, 
before  the  act  of  appropriation  had 


been  completed,  it  could  scarcely 
be  contended  that  the  assault  would 
not  have  been  justifiable,  supposing 
the  benchers  had  a  lawful 
sion ;  vide  ante,  p.  395  (r). 
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peatedly  requested  him  to  return  it  (as  did  Mr.  Seymour) ; 
buty  on  his  refusal,  directed  their  porters  to  retake  it  (a). 
They  attempted  to  do  so,  and  in  that  attempt  committed 
the  assault  complained  of;  and  which  was  admitted  and 
avowed.  The  police  were  sent  for,  and  when  they  came 
the  plaintiff  appealed  to  them  against  the  violence  of  the 
benchers,  and  they  appealed  to  them  to  enforce  re-delivery 
of  the  book.  The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  they  gave 
him  into  charge  for  stealing  it(&).  This  they  denied,  and 
the  charge,  as  entered,  was  for  unlawful  possession.  The 
charge  was  not  renewed  at  the  police  station,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  at  once  liberated. 

The  plaintiff  swore  that  he  had  bought  the  book  when 
in  blank,  and  paid  for  it  out  of  his  own  money,  and  that 
he  had  kept  it  in  a  private  drawer  at  the  office  under  his 
own  lock  and  key.  He  was  cross-examined  as  to  the  con- 
tents, and  as  to  how,  if  that  were  so,  other  persons  had 
access  to  it  and  copied  their  own  letters  in  it,  which  he 
attempted  to  explain  by  stating  that,  during  his  absence  in 
America,  he  had  desired  his  friend,  the  secretary,  to  keep 
him  informed,  from  London,  of  anything  which  happened 
at  home;  and  thus  (it  was  suggested)  other  persons  might 
have  got  access  to  it,  and  it  was  used  for  letters  to  other 
persons.  He  stated  that  there  was  another  letter-book  for 
the  company,  of  which,  however,  there  was  no  other  evi- 
dence; and  this  book  certainly  had  in  it  letters  of  the 
company.  It  appeared  that  all  the  other  books  but  this 
were  lost,  and  this  book  had  not  been  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  as  his  when  first  he  saw  it. 

During  the  struggle,  Mr.  Seymour,  who  had  been  a 


1862. 


(<r)  As  to  whether  this  was  jus- 
tifiable, see  Blades  v.  Higg$y  30 
L.  J.,  C.  P.  347,  and  the  note  to 
M^ilUr  T.  Chambertf  ante,  p.  205 ; 
vide  ante,  p.  395. 

(6)  See  Regina  v.  Guermeyy  1  F. 
'Ii  F.  394,  that  there  may  be  felony 

VOL.  III.  F 


in  taking  a  paper  of  no  pecuniary 
value  animofurandi.  That  of  course, 
however,  involves  two  things ; .  the 
absence  of  all  property  in  the 
party  taking  it,  and  the  absence  of 
any  h(m&  fide  belirf  on  his  part  of 
such  property. 
F  P.F. 
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1862.  co-director^  desired  the  plaintiff  to  return  the  book  to  the 
benchers. 

In  the  proof  of  the  plaintiff's  case  the  book  was  pro^ 
duced. 

Upon  these  Facts, 

Shee,  Serjt.,  contended  that  the  property  of  the  book 
was  not  in  the  plaintiff,  as  it  was  not  really  a  private 
letter-book  of  his,  but  virtually  the  letter-book  of  the 
company ;  that  the  defendants  had  lawful  possession  of  it 
for  the  purposes  of  the  inquiry  (having  obtained  it  from 
the  solicitor  of  the  company  for  that  purpose);  and  that  as 
it  had  been  unlawfully,  and  by  a  trick  and  false  pretence, 
obtained  from  them,  they  had  a  right  to  retake  it  by  force. 

Chambers,  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted,  on  the  contrary, 
that  the  book  was  the  private  book  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
was  not  the  book  of  the  company ;  and  that,  even  if  it 
were,  it  was  still  the  book  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  shareholder 
and  director  of  the  company,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
it  as  against  the  defendants;  so  that,  even  assuming  that 
if  they  were  entitled  to  it  they  could  retake  it  by  force^  they 
were  710^  entitled  to  it  as  against  the  plaintiff.  Further,  be 
denied  that  the  defendants  could  be  justified  in  retaking 
the  book  by  actual  personal  force  and  violence,  even  as- 
suming it  to  be  theirs  (a);  and  he  pressed  for  a  verdict  as 
to  the  imprisonment  as  well  as  the  assault. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J.,  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  alle- 
gation (b)  in  the  plea  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  book  in 
order  to  screen  himself  was  immaterial;  and  thereupon,  on 
the  application  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  directed 
it  to  be  struck  out. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said,  there  is  an  allegation  in  the  plea 

(fl)   Vide  notes  to  Chambers  v.  Miller,  anle,  p.  205. 
(6)   Vide  ante,  p.  S94. 
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that  the  papers  were  the  papers  of  the  benchers  at  the        *862. 
time  of  the  assault.    That  I  shall  leave  to  the  jury,  with       uudmn 
this  direction,  that  it  depends  upon  whether  the  letter-book  •• 

was  the  plaintiff's  private  and  personal  book  or  the  book     and  Others 
of  the  company ;   in  which  latter  case  I  shall  direct  the 
jury  to  find  the  question  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  as  I 
am  of  opinion  that  they  would  then  have  a  lawful  posses- 
sion of  the  book  for  the  purpose  of  the  inquiry. 

But  then,  in  the  event  of  that  question  being  rightly  de- 
termined in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  another  question  will 
arise,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  of  law,  and  which  I  pro- 
pose to  reserve;  viz.,  whether,  even  assuming  that  the 
papers  were  the  plaintiff's  private  and  personal  papers, 
they  were  not  lawfully  in  the  possession  of  the  benchers 
as  a  species  of  domestic  tribunal  (a),  having  a  lawful  juris- 
diction to  pursue  a  certain  inquiry  (although,  no  doubt,  not 
having  the  compulsory  powers  of  a  regular  Court  of  Jus- 
tice), just  as,  in  a  Court  of  Justice,  private  papers,  which 
have  not  been  produced  by  a  witness,  and  placed  in  the 
custody  of  the  officer  of  the  Court,  are,  pending  the  trial^ 
in  his  lawful  possession ;  whether  or  not,  in  fact,  they  were 
produced  voluntarily  or  compulsorily  (&).  That  question  I 
shall  reserve. 

(a)  Just  at  the  visitatorial  juris-  the  consent  of  both  the  parties  to  it, 

diction  is  not  the  less  one  recog-  and  before  any  revocation  of  autho- 

nized  by  law,  even  to  the  exclusion  rity  by  either,  capriciously  and  arbi- 

of  Courts  of  Law  and  Equity  (  Whip-  trarily  to  withdraw  it,  pending  the 

Ion  V.  The  Dean  of  Rochester ,  7  inquiry;  and  2nd1y,  whether,  in  the 

Hare,  532),  because  it  is  a  domestic  case  which  this  clearly  was  (and  was 

fonim.  laid  down  to  be)  of  a  jurisdiction 

(6)  This  important  question  di-  not  voluntary  as  regards  the  parties 

videsitselfinto  two  points;  lst,whe-  to  the  inquiry  itself,  thougli  with 

tber,  even  assuming  that  the  case  was  no  compulsory  powers  to  as  to  third 

one  of  a  purely  voluntary  inquiry  parties,  a  third  party  having  pro- 

(like  an  arbitration  at  common  law  duced    a  material  document   can 

after  a  revocation  of  authority),  a  thus  capriciously  withdraw  it  pend- 

tkird  party,  producing  a  material  ing  the  inquiry.     Upon  this  quea- 

•document  as  a  witness,  has  a  right,  tion — as  it  was  reserved — the  Loao 

while  the  inquiry  is  continuing,  with  Chief  Justice  of  course  had  not 
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Chambers  contended  that  the  benchers  only  formed  a 
private  body,  and  were  making  only  a  friendly  inquiry; 
but 

CocKBURNy  C.  J.,  was  clearly  of  a  contrary  opinion ;  that 
they  were  a  tribunal,  though  a  domestic  tribunal. 

At  the  close  of  (he  case, 

CocRBURN,  C.  J.,  thus  directed  the  jury : — The  case 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  divides  itself  into  two  heads 
of  complaint;  one  is  the  assault  committed  on  the  plain- 
tiff, the  other  is  as  to  the  giving  him  into  custody.  These 
two  branches  of  the  case  each  stand  on  a  different  foot- 
ing. As  regards  the  first,  it  is  admitted  that  the  assault 
was  committed  ;  and  it  is  admitted  to  have  been  done  by 
the  order  of  the  Master  Treasurer,  given  on  behalf  of  the 
benchers :  they  all  concurred  in  it,  and  the  four  who  are 
sued  accept  their  liability  and  adopt  the  act,  and  admit 
that,  unless  legally  justified,  they  are  responsible  for  it. 

Now,  the  plea  of  justification  states  some  things  which 


to  direct  the  jury ;  but  some  obser- 
vations which  he  made  in  his  com- 
ments on  the  general  character  of 
the  case  had  a  strong  and  pertinent 
application  to  this  great  question  of 
law;  observations  in  which  he  dwelt 
on  the  extreme  injustice  which 
might  be  done  to  Mr.  Seymour  on 
the  one  hand,  or  the  profession  and 
the  benchers  on  the  other,  by  rea- 
son of  the  withdrawal  of  the  book 
just  when  it  began  to  become  most 
important  for  the  interests  of  truth, 
and  the  objects  of  the  inquiry.  If 
as  regards  a  mere  ordinary  licence 
it  may  become  in  some  cases  per- 
manently irrevocable  by  reason  of 
its  having  been  acted  upon,  surely 
a  licence  under  such  circumstances 
may  fairly  be  deemed  temporarily 
irrevocable,  or  at  least  not  revocable 
th  ou   t  just  cause,  until  the  object 


is  attained  for  which  it  was  giveo. 
And  on  thii  point,  perhaps,  the  al- 
legation in  the  plea  as  to  the  object 
with  which  the  book  was  withdrawn, 
may  have  been  material;  videanie, 
p.  394.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  first 
occasion,  clearly  licensed  the  use  of 
the  book  for  the  second.  Added 
to  this,  there  was  the  estoppel 
arising  from  the  plaintiff's  having, 
during  the  whole  of  one  day's  exa- 
mination, allowed  the  defendants 
to  suppose  they  were  lawfully  pos- 
sessed of  the  book,  and  to  act  on 
that  supposition.  It  might,  pa^ 
haps,  be  hazarded  as  a  proposition 
of  law,  that  a  man  can  never  be 
allowed  to  act  capriciously,  so  as  to 
perpetrate  an  injustice  and  an  in- 
jury upon  a  third  party ;  mde  Free* 
man  v.  Cooke,  2  £xch.  6M. 
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are  admitted^  as  that  the  Middle  Temple  is  an  ancient  1862. 
Society,  and  had  a  certain  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the 
conduct  of  its  roembers,  and  were  engaged  in  a  certain 
inquiry.  Then  the  plea  goes  on  to  state  that  the  plaintiff 
had  submitted  himself  to  be  examined,  and  that  it  ap- 
peared upon  such  examination  that  he  had  himself  been 
connected  with  the  gold  mining  company,  and  that  ques- 
tions arose  upon  certain  papers  of  the  benchers  which  were 
produced  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  inquiry. 

Now,  here  a  question  arises  whether  they  were  the  "  pa- 
pers of  the  benchers,''  t.  e.,  their  property  at  the  time,  and 
of  which  they  had  lawful  possession.  Now,"'certainly,  they 
had  a  possession;  but  possession  would  not  necessarily 
give  them  the  property  in  the  papers.  Prima  facie^  in- 
deed, it  would ;  for  possession  is  sufficient  as  against  a 
wrongdoer.  And  if  Mr.  Hudson,  without  himself  being 
entitled  to  the  papers,  took  them  without  any  right  or  title 
from  the  possession  of  the  benchers,  then,  as  against  him, 
they  were  theirs.  But  if  they  were  his  papers,  and  he  was 
entitled  to  the  possession,  and  his  possession  would  be 
good  against  them,  they  would  be  wrongdoers.  This 
raises  the  question  whether  he  was  a  wrongdoer.  The 
benchers  had  received  the  papers  from  Mr.  Brown,  who 
was  solicitor  of  this  defunct  company.  He  had  become 
its  solicitor  at  the  time  when  it  was  on  the  eve  of  expiring, 
and  he  in  the  course  of  his  inquiry  discovered  that  all  the 
books  and  papers  of  the  company  had  vanished,  except 
this  letter-book.  Thus  he  had  a  legitimate  custody  of  the 
pa|)er8,  and  handed  them  over  to  the  benchers,  who  were 
managers  of  the  inquiry,  and  who  were  bound  to  hand 
them  back  to  him.  They  had  thus  a  special  property  in 
them  unless  the  plaintiff  made  out  that  he  was  entitled  to 
them.  This  brings  us  back  to  the  question  whether  they 
were  his  or  not  (a).     If  they  were  not,  then,  for  the  pur- 

(a)  The  question  as  to  the  inte-  appears,  from  all  the  authorities  on 
rest  or  property  in  a  book  or  paper     the  subject,  to  depend  rather  oq 
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p«fK»  of  ciL£:§  traL  tliej  ««re  the  popcn  of  the  beodiers. 
>o«y  if  the  rndtubcs  of  the  pkuaxxS  be  eorrect,  the  ongioai 

4^  v^oB  «  far  whom  Id- 


tbe  4nrtu£  je^yK'.i  ?3  aie  aosk  w 
fft^tr  wzimL  ia  awok ;  wd  J  &  aooc 
or  paptr  a  ^ii-rcRcf  57  :ae  msr 
to  aiMCher  fitf'  a  KccaJ  p*irpcae, 

•nij  M  flfKHK  au  ibe  v^JJ.  mC 

onn;«r,  o£&I  ti4S  ^fsyam  if  aa- 
rvcTPd.  BccK  pclan  appear  tt- 
toaHj  decided  in  R#6<rtf  r.  Wflt, 
2  Tamt.  27^.  In  a  nabmiaenft 
cate,  where  it  wai  held  tka:  a  calico 
printer  was  entitled,  after  haring 
ditchaiired  bii  head  ec4orman.  to 
the  book  to  which  the  latter,  ai  ha 
•errant,  had  entered  the  pioccJM.i 
for  mixing  colon,  thocgh  manj  of 
the  procet«e4  were  pf  the  terract*! 
own  invention.  The  true  gxonnd 
of  the  dectsioo  (fee  CnAMaRE,  J.) 
waa,  not  that  the  master  had  fur- 
nished the  hook,  hut  that  the  pro- 
cesses described  in  it  were  ckitfiy 
the  master's  (  Makepace  t.  Jacksom^ 
4  Taunt  770)  ;  and  that  case  also 
illustrates  another  portion  of  the 
same  proposition,  viz.,  that  the  pro- 
perty depends  on  the  bulk  of  the 
contents,  and  not  on  the  nature  of 
some  small  portion  thereof.  Tlie 
value  of  a  document  depends  en- 
tirely on  its  contents,  and  the  pos- 
sible legal  value ;  and  hence  trover 
lies  for  an  agreement  or  other  do- 
cument, and  the  damages  are  mea- 
sured by  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tents ;  Scott  V.  Jones,  4  Taunt.  865 ; 
M*L€od  y.  M*Ghie,  2  Sc.  N.  R. 
604.  So  as  to  letters,  see  Miller 
V.  Taylor,  4  Burr.  2356.  So  the 
property  depends  on  the  contents, 
and  is  in  the  person  for  and  on  ac- 


rsoB  k  is  s&ac  titk  dtcis  bdooy 
s=  the  ovaer  of  the  estate;  Fkii" 
U3t  T.  Rjkamcm.  4  Bing.  106;  bat 
o«  a  eoDfirwet  goimg  vf,  fht  deeds 
I  «  tW  p«haaer*a;  £f. 
'  ▼.  Ottmkmm,  3  B.  Ic  C.  225  ; 
>ee  aSso  fl«^  T.  Bmli,  3  Sc  N.  R. 
577.  Ob  &c  same  principle  the 
ptupeiti  in  a  polxT  ia  in  the  as- 
aofed,  thfliKh  made  oat  00  paper 
bciooging  to  the  broker  or  the  eom- 
paay;  H^rdimg  ▼.  Carter^  ]  Park, 
IBS.  4*  And  so  inucii  does  ptopeity 
ia  a  docoment  depeod  apoo  tha 
aatore  of  the  cootents^  that  if  it  be 
concocted  for  a  fraDdnlcnt  parpoae, 
and  be  not  what  it  purputts  to  be, 
it  cannot  be  reoovered  bafek  by  tha 
owner;  Dt  WUz  y.  Hemdricks,  2 
Bing.  314.  And  it  may  be  added, 
that,  anomtng  the  property  to  be 
in  one  person,  the  obtaining  it  by  a 
lalse  pretence  woold  not  alter  tha 
property;  XobleT.AiUms^7TwmU 
59 ;  nor  would  a  mere  act  of  tres- 
pass, which,  until  acquiesced  in, 
does  not  even  give  a  lawful  poaset- 
sion ;  firoton  v.  Dawum^  1 1  Ad.  & 
£.  625  ;  Gillard  v.  BriUain,  8  M. 
&  W.  575.  And  it  has  been  held, 
on  the  prindple  aboye  laid  down, 
that  land  agents,  paid  by  commis- 
sion, must  deliver  up  mapa,  plans 
and  other  documents  relating  to 
the  estates,  made  or  collected  by 
them  in  the  course  of  their  employ- 
ment, even  thoi^h  it  is  alleged 
that  they  were  made  for  their  own 
private  use,  and  it  is  the  fact  that 
they  were  made  on  paper  of  their 
own;  Ludy  Btresfordw.  Dnscr,16 
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property  in  the  paper-book,  as  it  was  first  made,  was  in 
him.  But,  even  if  he  be  correct  as  to  that,  did  he  not, 
after  having  had  the  book  made  up,  so  far  dedicate  it  to 
the  purposes  of  the  company  as  to  make  it  theirs?  We 
must  look  at  it  and  see  if  it  was  not  really  the  letter-book 
of  the  company ;  and  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  it  was,  then 
he  was  no  more  entitled  to  it  than  any  other  director;  and, 
as  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor  of  the  company,  and 
Mr.  Seymour,  who  had  been  its  chairman  at  the  time  the 
letters  were  copied  into  it,  desired  that  it  should  remain 
with  the  benchers,  it  could  not  be  said  to  be  the  plaintifTs 
as  against  them,  they  having  received  it  from  the  solicitor, 
and  Mr.  Seymour  having  desired  them  to  retain  it 

Now,  I  have  looked  carefully  over  the  letters,  seventeen 
in  number,  and  out  of  those  seventeen  only  six  are  copies 
of  letters  to  Mr.  Hudson.  The  others  are  copies  of  letters 
to  or  from  the  secretary,  or  the  engineer  or  manager  of  the 
company,  or  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Seymour,  the  chairman. 
And  you  will  observe  throughout,  even  in  the  few  let- 
ters by  the  plaintiff,  the  use  of  the  word  "  we."  Thus, 
the  first  letter  is  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  manager  in 
America,  and  refers  throughout  to  the  business  of  the 
company,  it  is  for  you  (a)  to  exercise  your  judgment  upon 
this, — whether,  though  this  in  a  certain  sense  is  a  private 
lej^r,  yet,  as  being  written  by  a  director  to  the  manager 


1862. 
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BeaT.  134.  On  this  principle  the 
book  in  the  present  case  would  be 
the  property  of  the  company,  and 
were  it  at  the  oflSce,  was  not  more 
in  the  possession  of  one  director 
than  of  another ;  Penny  v.  Goode, 
1  Drewry,  474  ;  so  that  it  was  not 
more  in  the  plaintiff's  possession 
than  in  Mr.  Seymour's,  and  so  was 
lawfully  in  the  possession  of  the 
benchers.  And  further,  it  con- 
tinued in  their  possession,  in  law, 
op  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  assault 


and  attempt  to  retake  it,  because  it 
had  been  obtained  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  not  to  revest  the  possession 
lawfully  in  the  plaintiflT  or  deprive 
them  of  it,  and  his  actual  manual 
possession  had  not  for  a  moment 
been  acquiesced  In,  so  that  the  case 
did  not  in  that  respect  resemble 
Bladet  v.  Higgt,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  347 ; 
and  even  assuming  that  case  not  to 
be  supportable,  in  the  present  case 
the  benchers  would  be  justified, 
(a)  See  27  L.  J.,  Exch.  34. 
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carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company,  and  not  relating 
to  the  mere  private  affairs  of  the  parties,  but  to  the  affairs 
of  the  company, — whether  it  was  not  a  letter  to  which  the 
plaintiff's  successors,  directors  of  the  company,  would  not 
have  been  entitled?  Here  is  a  director,  exercising  con- 
siderable influence  in  the  company,  taking  an  active  part 
in  its  management,  writing  to  the  agent  of  the  mine,  who 
is  carrying  on  its  operations  abroad,  and  giving  him  direc- 
tions as  to  its  affairs.  In  the  course  of  time  that  director 
leaves  the  company  and  ceases  to  be  a  director,  and  is  suc- 
ceeded by  others  who  stand  in  the  same  position  as  he  had 
occupied.  Are  they  not  entitled  to  have  these  copies  of 
the  communications  which  had  passed  between  him  and 
their  agent  abroad,  written  in  the  plural  number  **  we," 
and  apparently  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany ?  Are  they  not  entitled  to  know  his  directions  and 
instructions  as  a  director  exercising  such  a  principal  con- 
trol in  the  affairs  of  the  company  ?  I  confess  I  entertain 
a  very  strong  opinion  upon  that  question,  but  it  is  for  you 
to  pronounce  upon  it  as  men  of  business,  and  form  your 
own  judgment  whether,  if  you  came  into  office  in  the  place 
of  the  outgoing  director  who  had  written  that  letter,  you 
would  not  have  expected  to  have  the  copies  of  such  com- 
munications, so  as  to  know  what  instructions  and  com- 
munications had  been  given  to  the  agent  of  the  compapy. 
There  are  letters  in  the  book  clearly  written  by  the 
secretary  as  secretary,  and  clearly  intended  as  communica- 
tions by  the  secretary  to  him  on  behalf  of  the  directors, 
and  in  one  part  of  it  there  is  a  direction  given  at  the  in- 
stance of  Mr.  Seymour,  the  chairman  of  the  company. 
How,  then,  can  it  be  said  that  it  was  a  "  private  letter"  of 
Mr.  Hudson's,  a  letter  to  a  copy  of  which,  taken  by  the 
copying  machine  at  the  offices  of  the  company,  he  alone  is 
entitled  ?  There  are  letters  clearly  written  on  matters  con- 
nected with  the  undertaking.  Are  these  in  the  nature  of 
private  letters,  or  are  they  confidential  letters  on  the  affiiirs 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


409 


of  the  company  written  by  him  in  his  character  as  a  director? 
Are  they  not  letters  written  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  direc- 
torSy  containing  directions  and  instructions  to  the  agents  of 
the  company  abroad,  and  which  future  directors  would  be 
-entitled  to  see  ?  Would  not  the  agents,  had  their  conduct 
been  at  any  future  time  impugned,  have  had  a  right  to 
appeal  to  these  letters  ?  And,  on  the  other  hand,  would 
not  the  directors  have  been  entitled  to  know  what  direc- 
tions the  agents  had  received  ?  Was  this  the  private  cor- 
respondence of  the  individual,  or  was  it  the  correspondence 
of  the  company  carried  on  through  the  individual  director? 
If  so,  were  the  copies  of  that  correspondence  which  had 
remained  in  the  office  copies  which  they  were  entitled  to 
retain  ?  Then  there  are  letters  by  the  secretary,  written  to 
Mr.  Hudson  while  he  was  abroad,  he  having  desired  the 
secretary  to  keep  him  thus  informed  of  what  went  on. 
There  are  no  doubt  one  or  two  letters  purely  private. 
But  there  are  letters  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  manager  as 
to  the  affairs  of  the  mine.  Are  those  the  private  letters 
of  Mr.  Hudson,  or  letters  belonging  to  the  company  ?(a) 

There  are  certainly  letters  written  relating  to  private 
affairs,  and  there  is  one  marked  *'  private."  Out  of  the 
seventeen  letters,  however,  there  are  only  six  written  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  you  will  be  able  to  judge  how  many 
of  them  (except  that  last  mentioned)  are  really  in  the 
nature  of  private  letters.  Most  of  them  contain  directions 
to  the  agents  of  the  company,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
the  book  containing  them  could  be  the  private  letter-book 
of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  book  generally  is  a  book  contain- 
ing copies  of  letters  of  which  the  company  were  entitled  to 
the  possession,  then  the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff  put  a 
private  letter  or  two  into  it  would  not  make  it  his  private 
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(a)  At  to  a  contract,  partly  de- 
peoding  on  leUen  aud  partly  on 
other  mat  ten,  it  is  for  the  jury ; 
Furnen  v.  Meek,  27  L.  J.,  £x.  34. 


And  so  as  to  property  therein  de- 
pending not  entirely t  but  partly, 
upon  the  contenti. 
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1862«  letter-booky  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  exclusive  possession  of 
the  whole.  If  it  was  his  private  letter-book,  then  he  was 
entitled  to  its  possession.  If  it  was  not,  then  the  benchers 
had  a  lawful  possession  of  it,  which  he  had  no  right  to 
disturb. 

Now,  supposing  that  the  letter-book  was  not  the  plain- 
tiff's private  property,  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  benchers  had  a  lawful  possession  of  it  for  the 
purpose  of  the  inquiry.  We  cannot  over-estimate  the 
importance  of  an  inquiry  such  as  that  which  was  going 
on  before  the  benchers  upon  this  occasion.  A  gentle- 
man— a  Queen's  counsel  —  holding  rank  in  the  pro- 
fession— holding  a  judicial  office — one  whose  ability  en- 
titled him  to  the  confidence  of  suitors  of  our  Courts — was 
charged  with  acts  of  fraud  so  discreditable  that  if  they 
were  brought  home  to  him,  the  benchers,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  important  functions,  would  have  been  bound  to  dis- 
bar him  and  expel  him  from  the  profession.  It  is  true- 
that  the  **  Parliament"  of  an  Inn  of  Court,  sitting  on  a 
question  like  this,  is  not  a  Court  armed  with  the  powers 
which  a  Court  of  Justice  possesses  for  compelling  persons 
to  attend  as  witnesses,  or  to  produce  documents  essential 
to  the  investigation  of  the  truth.  But  when  it  is  said  that 
the  benchers  of  an  Inn  of  Court,  sitting  on  the  trial  of 
alleged  delinquencies  on  the  part  of  a  member  of  the. bar, 
is  a  merely  "  friendly  tribunal,"  I  cannot  assent  to  that 
description  of  it.  It  is  a  good  deal  more  than  a  mere 
**  friendly  tribunal,"  though  it  is  not  armed  with  powers  of 
procedure  co-extensive  with  its  jurisdiction  (a).  That,  no 
doubt,  is  an  inherent  defect  in  its  nature  and  constitution. 
By  a  ''  friendly  tribunal"  we  mean  one  by  which  the  con- 
sent of  both  parties  sits  for  the  adjustment  of  mutual  dif- 
ferences; that  is  not  the  case  with  the  ''Parliament**  of 
an  Inn  of  Court  in  a  case  such  as  this.  The  benchers, 
on  a  charge  being  preferred  against  a  member  of  the  bar, 
are  armed  with  the  power  to  disbar  him — that  is,  to  deprive 
(fl)   Vide  ante,  p.  391. 
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him  of  his  professional  position  and  existence.     Indeed, 
short  of  those  heavy  consequences  which  would  attach  to 
the  greater  and  more  heinous  offences,  I  own  I  can  con- 
ceive of  no  jurisdiction  more  serious  than  that  by  which  a 
man  may  be  deprived  of  his  degree  and  status  as  a  bar- 
rister, and  which,  in  such  a  case — perhaps,  after  he  has 
devoted  the  best  years  of  his  life  to  this  arduous  profes- 
sion,— deprives  him  of  his  position  as  a  member  of  that 
profession,  and  throws  him  back  upon  the  world  to  com- 
mence a  new  career  as  best  he  may,  stamped  with  dis- 
honour and  disgrace.     I  own  I  can  conceive  of  no  juris- 
diction more  grave  and  serious  in  its  character  and  conse- 
quences.   And  its  gravity  and  importance  are  only  equalled 
by  its  high  and  salutary  effects  in  preventing  the  profession 
of  the  bar  from  being  disgraced  by  members  of  it  who  are 
guilty  of  conduct  unworthy  of  it  and  contrary  to   that 
which  all  its  members  ought  to  maintain.    I  repeat,  that  we 
cannot  over-estimate  the  importance  of  the  duties  with 
which  they  were  then  intrusted  and. which  they  were  then 
bound  to  discharge  (a).     In  the  course  of  their  inquiries 
they  had  got  this  letter-book  from  the  solicitor  who  had 
acted  for  the  company,  and  had  what  remained  of  the 
book  belonging  to  it.    The  plaintiff  had  been  already  ex- 
amined on  these  letters, and  after  having  been  thus  examined 
and  cros8<rexa mined  upon  them,  and  having  had  the  book 
in  his  hands  again  and  again  for  the  purpose  of  reading 
the  letters,  the  plaintiff  resolved,  at  the  next  meeting,  to 
get  hold  of  and  retain  the  letter  book.     It  is  quite  imma- 
terial in  my  view  with  what  motive  he  acted,  for  if  the 
book  was  his  he  had  a  right  to  retake  it,  and  if  it  was  not 
his  he  had  no  such  right,  whatever  might  be  his  motive. 
As  to  the  part  of  the  plea  which  alleges  that  the  plaintiff 
got  hold  of  the  book  to  screen  himself  from  disclosure,  I 
have  said  already,  that  it  is  quite  immaterial,  and,  with  the 

(a)   VtiU  the  cases  cited  anic,  p.  391,  as  tp  this  jqrisdiclion  over  mem- 
bers of  the  bar. 
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assent  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  have  directed  that  it 
should  be  deemed  to  be  struck  out  Apart  from  the 
question  of  the  plaintifTs  property  another  question  arises; 
if  what  the  plaintiff  did  in  that  Parliament  Chamber  had 
been  done  in  any  Court  of  Justice,  it  would  have  brought 
down  upon  him  the  most  serious  consequences.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  if  that  letter-book  (even  although 
it  were,  as  he  contends,  his  own)  had  been  produced 
in  any  Court  of  Justice,  under  such  circumstances  as  it 
was  produced  before  the  benchers,  and  if  he  had  pos- 
sessed himself  of  it  as  he  did  on  this  occasion,  and  had 
refused  to  give  it  up,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  would 
have  been  taken  from  him  by  force,  and  that  he  would 
have  been  very  severely  punished  for  a  gross  and  out- 
rageous contempt  of  Court  (a).  It  is  true  that  the  benchers 
had  no  power  of  procedure  co-extensive  with  their  high 
jurisdiction,  and  that  they  could  not  do  what  a  Judge  of 
the  land  could  and  would  have  done,  if  a  witness  had  de- 
meaned himself  so  contemptuously  towards  him,  and  with- 
drawn from  before  him  some  document  of  the  utmost 
importance.  But  as  to  that  part  of  the  plea  which  alleges 
that  there  was  urgent  need  of  the  book  for  the  purpose  of 
the  inquiry,  I  think  as  to  that  there  can  be  no  doubt;  and 


(a)  A  witness  being  sworn,  and 
having  then  in  Court  a  document 
In  his  possession,  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce it  if  required,  even  though  he 
has  not  received  any  notice  to  pro- 
duce it,  nor  been  served  with  a 
iubpana  dueet  tecum  ;  Snelgrove  v. 
Sleteniy  Car.  &  Marsh.  508 ;  Dwyer 
V.  Co//inj,  7  £xch.  Rep.  639.  It  fs 
for  the  Judge  to  decide  the  preli- 
minary question  as  to  any  privilege 
from  non-production,  and  though 
it  was  doubted  whether  his  decision 
can  be  received ;  Doe  d.  Wj/ndham 
v.  Daley  3  Q.  B.  609;  it  should 
seem  now  settled  tliat  on  that,  as 


on  any  other  coHateral  quettioo,  it 
can  be  renewed ;  Cienve  t.  Jima, 
7  Exch.  Rep.  421 ;  Voimmi  T.&yer, 
13  C.  B.  231 ;  BtjyU  t.  Wiaeamm, 
10  Exch.  Rep.  647.  But  as  the 
result  of  refusal  to  (nt>diiee  ■  docu- 
ment when  ordered  ao  to  do,  vouM 
be  a  committal  for  contempt  of 
Court,  practically,  the  deciskm  of 
the  Judge,  so  far  as  the  witneti  is 
concerned,  is  necessarily,  as  t^ind 
him,  final.  And  of  courset  tins  obli- 
gation to  product  documents  apples 
whether  or  not  they  are  the  priwaU 
property  of  the  party  sumiaoncd  to 
produce  tliem. 
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if  you  are  satisfied  as  to  the  rest  of  the  plea,  then  you  may        1862. 
safely  find  that  it  is  made  out,  and  give  your  verdict  for      ^^^'"^ 
the  defendants.     As  to  the  second  part  of  the  complaint,  v. 

the  alleged  giving  of  the  plaintifi*  into  custody,  it  is  denied,  and  Others, 
and  not  justified ;  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  any  of 
the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiff  into  charge :  if  so,  then 
as  it  is  not  contended  that  there  was  any  ground  for  charg- 
ing the  plaintiff  with  felony  (for  there  could  be  no  felony 
if  he  bond  fide  believed  that  he  had  a  right  to  the  book), 
then,  as  to  that,  the  question  will  be  one  of  damages. 

Collier  excepted  to  the  direction,  on  the  ground  that  it 
implied  that  if  the  book  was  that  of  the  company,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  it 

The  jury  could  not  agree,  and  ultimately  were  dis- 
charged. 


KCENIG  V.  RITCHIE.  ^l!,^^'- 

LTtmu 
I  BEL.    The  declaration  stated  that  in  January,  1852,  A  policy 

the  plaintiff  effected  a  policy  on  the  life  of  one  Haire  with  in  thecwmM?* 

the  Scottish  Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society,  through  one  ^^^j^i^an'mwir- 

Cook,  their  then  London  agent,  and  that  he  placed  before  ance  company, 

them  a  proposal  as  the  basis  of  the  said  policy,  whereby  a  pamphlet 

licence  was  to  be  given  to  Haire  to  travel  to  certain  ports  in  ^i^torl  ot 

the  Mediterranean  and  certain  adjacent  districts.    That  in  fraud,  and  they 

.  having  pub- 

February,  1856,  the  plaintiff  assigned  the  policy  to  one  Fow-  lished  a 

ler,  and  that  on  the  9th  January,  1856,  the  life  had  dropped,  answeMe^ 

and  Fowler  then  became  a  claimant  on  the  policy,  and  the  *^J*""K  ^*»e«e 

claim  was  resisted  on  the  ground  that  Haire  had  travelled  false  and  ca- 
,  t      I       1*     •  <•     I  •J    1-  •  1         lumnious,  and 

beyond  the  limits  of  the  said  licence, — to  wit,  a  place  also  asserting 

called  Dar-el-Beida,  in  Africa.    That  Fowler  had  sued  in  {J'/had  in.ti-* 

tuted,  he  had 
awom  (in  support  of  those  charges)  in  opposition  to  his  own  handwriting ;  and  evidence  being 
given  that  there  was  ground  for  these  statements,  and  the  pamphlet  of  the  company  having  been 
only  handed  by  the  manager  to  a  part^  applying  for  a  policy,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  by  him  as  to 
the  case : — Held,  that  if  the  publication  was  fair,  bond  fide,  and  without  malice,  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  injuring  the  policy  holder,  but  of  vindicating  the  company,  then  it  was  privileged ; 
and  that  if  his  charges  were  false,  the  publication,  even  if  not  privileged,  was  justified,  be- 
cause, if  false,  they  were  calumnious. 
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1862.  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  said  policy,  and  had  filed  a 
bill  in  Chanceryy  and  that  in  that  suit  the  plaintiff  gave  evi- 
dence as  to  the  instructions  he  had  given  to  Cook,  tl|e 
agent  of  the  company  (who  had  since  died),  and  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  limits  of  the  proposed  licence.  That  there- 
upon the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  published  of 
the  plaintiff  of  and  concerning  the  matters  aforesaid  the 
libellous  words  following.  [In  the  original,  this  was  after 
quoting  the  plaintiff's  declaration  in  his  action  on  the 
policy,  containing  a  count  charging  the  company  with 
fraudulently  putting  off  upon  him  a  narrower  licence*] 

**  In  making  these  false  and  calumniom  statements 
against  the  directors,  Mr.  Kcenig,  whose  memory  as  to 
what  had  taken  place  between  himself  and  Mr.  Cook, 
appears  to  have  been  so  clear  and  distinct,  seemed  entirely 
to  have  forgotten  that  the  terms  of  the  licence  had  been 
written  by  himself  upon  the  proposal." 

And  the  further  words  (referring  to  the  Chancery  suit): 

''  In  the  suit,  Mr.  K(Bnig,in  face  of  his  own  written  pro- 
])osal,  swore  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  him  and 
Cook  that  the  licence  should  extend  to  all  the  ports  ia 
Africa,  when  Mr.  Cook  having  unluckily  died  a  few  days 
before  Mr.  Uaire,  there  was  no  opportunity  of  contradicting 
Mr.  Kccnig's  statement  by  a  counter-statement  of  Mr. 
Cook." 

Inuendo,  that  the  plaintiff  had  sworn  falsely  and  con- 
trary to  the  truth. 

Second  count  in  slander,  that  the  defendant  falsely  and 
maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  the  plaintiff  the 
slanderous  words,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  been  concerned 
in  a  gigantic  fraud  upon  the  Society. 

Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  Denying  the  allegations  in  the  declarations  by  way 
of  inducement. 

3.  Except,  as  to  the  last  count,  that  the  words  published 
are  true  in  substance  and  fact* 
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M.  Chambers  J  Watkin  WiUiams,  and  Edward  BesUy,  For        1862. 
the  plaintiff. 

Sir  jP.  Kelly,  Macaulay,  and  Rew^  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  Slst  December,  1851,  the  plaintiff,  then  trading 
to  Africa,  applied  to  Cook,  the  London  agent  of  the  Society, 
whose  head  office  was  at  Edinburgh,  for  a  policy  for  2,000/. 
on  the  life  of  Haire.  It  was  known  that  Haire  was  to  visit 
Africa  for  purposes  of  trade,  and  the  plaintiff  told  Cook  he 
wauted  a  licence  to  allow  of  such  visits,  and  in  the  pro- 
posal wrote  a  memorandum  of  the  licence  he  should  re- 
quire with  that  view.  This  was  sevt  by  Cook  to  Edin- 
burgh, and  the  answers  to  printed  inquiries  stated  that 
Haire  had  travelled  in  Africa.  The  proposal  was  accepted, 
and  on  the  5th  January,  1852,  was  sent. 

The  policy  contained  the  usual  provision  that  it  should 
be  avoided  by  his  going  out  of  Europe.  But  there  was 
endorsed  upon  it  a  licence  in  exact  accordance  with  a  pro- 
posal written  by  the  plaintiff^  in  these  terms,  dated  Slst  of 
December,  1851: — 

^*  Notwithstanding  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  with- 
in policy,  Mr.  Haire  will  be  at  liberty,  without  licence  or 
extra  premium,  to  visit  Tangier,  or  any  other  port  within 
the  Mediterranean ;  but  it  is  understood  that  he  is  not  to 
reside  out  of  Europe  at  any  place  in  the  Mediterranean  be- 
yond the  period  of  three  months,  or  to  go  into  the  interior 
of  Asia  or  Africa." 

It  was  admitted  that  all  parties — Haire,  the  life  insured ; 
the  plaintiff,  who  insured ;  and  Fowler,  one  of  the  referees, 
and  to  whom  the  policy  was  afterwards  assigned — knew  at 
the  time  of  the  terms  of  the  proposal,  and,  of  course,  hav- 
ing the  policy  in  their  possession,  they  could  see  that  the 
licence  endorsed  upon  it  was  in  exact  accordance  there- 
with. And,  in  point  of  fact,  Cook,  when  he  sent  the  pro- 
posal for  licence  to  the  head  office  in  Edinburgh,  sent  it 
with  a  letter  to  the  effect  that  ''  occasional  visits  "  to  the 
ports  in   the  Mediterranean    would  be    ''conducive    to 
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1862.        beahb**  rather  than  otherwise.      No  objection,  however, 
^  was  taken  to  the  terms  of  the  licence  until  after  the  death 

••  of  Haire,  the  life  insured.     ITe  died  on  the  9th  of  January, 

1856,  at  a  place  called  Dar-el-Beida,  or  Casa  Blanca,  a 
place  in  Morocco  about  180  or  200  miles  south-west  of 
Gibraltar,  on  what  is  called  the  Barbary  coast,  but  it  is  on 
the  Atlantic  or  West  Coast  of  Africa,  and  not  in  the 
Mediterranean.  When  the  company  found  this  out  (which 
they  did  not  at  first),  they  disputed  payment,  and,  as  the 
last  payment  of  premium  was  after  the  death  and  after,  as 
they  contended,  the  policy  was  forfeited  by  a  death  far  be- 
yond the  limits  of  the  licence,  they  proposed  to  return  that 
premium,  which,  of  course,  had  been  received  in  ignorance 
of  Haire's  death.  The  plaintifiT,  suing  on  the  policy,  added 
a  count  to  his  declaration,  in  which  he  charged  that  he  had 
agreed  with  the  company's  agent  for  a  licence  to  visit  all 
the  ports  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  and  that  the  company  had 
fraudulently  granted  a  policy  with  a  licence  more  limited. 
The  policy  having  been  successfully  defended  by  the  com* 
pany  on  the  ground  that  the  death  was  at  a  place  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  licence,  the  parties  went  into  equity,  and 
in  November,  1858,  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  decided  that, 
by  reason  of  mistake,  there  was  no  contract,  and  decreed  a 
returir  of  the  premiums.  Then  Fowler  published  his 
pamphlet  attacking  the  company,  in  which  he  embodied 
the  same  charge  as  had  been  made  by  the  now  plaintifi*  in 
his  action,  and  which  contained  many  misstatements.  In 
the  same  year  the  company  published  a  pamphlet  in  answer 
in  Edinburgh.  In  this  pamphlet,  after  setting  forth  the 
phiintifTs  declaration  in  his  action  on  the  policy,  which 
contained  a  count  for  fraudulently  giving  him  a  licence 
narrower  than  had  been  agreed  upon,  came  the  passage 
declared  on,  ''  In  making  these  false  and  calumnious  state- 
ments, &c."  The  publication  by  the  defendant  relied  on 
was  in  March,  I860.  One  Jones  said  that  having  gone  to 
the  London  office,  and  proposed  for  a  policy,  asked  the  de- 
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fendanty  the  manager^  if  the  society  ever  disputed  their  1^2. 
policieSy  and  he  answered  that  they  had  never  done  so  ex- 
cept in  one  case  (referring  to  the  present),  which  he  said 
would  be  found  described  in  this  pamphlet  (handing  it  to 
Jones),  and  which,  he  added,  was  a  case  of  '*  gigantic 
fraud."  This  was  relied  upon,  not  only  as  a  publication  of 
the  libel,  but  also  as  the  substantive  slander,  for  which  the 
second  count  was  added. 

The  evidence  of  the  defendant  as  to  this  was  as  follows  : 
He  said  Jones  observed  to  him,  *'  You  have  disputed  a 
case,  I  hear?"  To  which  witness  answered,  "Yes;  I 
suppose  you  refer  to  the  case  of  Haire,  who  went  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  licence  on  his  policy."  Jones  asked  for 
further  particulars,  and  the  witness  said  he  had  not  time  to 
state  them,  but  he  would  find  them  in  a  pamphlet  which 
had  been  put  forth  by  the  directors  on  the  case,  and  he 
then  asked  a  clerk,  named  Smal ridge,  to  take  out  a  copy, 
and  be  gave  it  to  Jones  to  read  in  the  office.  He  never 
used  the  words  "gigantic  fraud,"  nor  any  such  words  in 
reference  to  the  case.  Neither  did  he  give  him  the 
pamphlet  to  take  away,  and  though  he  did  not  in  terms 
forbid  it,  he  did  not  intend  it,  and  was  sorry  to  find  out 
afterwards  that  Jones  had  taken  it.  He  had  only  had 
six  copies  from  the  directors,  and  accounted  for  all  of 
tbem.  He  had  only  two  in  the  office  at  first  for  his  private 
use  or  reference  there,  and  he  applied  for  one  or  two  more 
for  policy-holders,  and  the  directors  sent  him  six  from 
Edinburgh,  which  were  kept  by  Smalridge.  Three  of 
these  were  still  in  the  possession  of  the  clerk  Smalridge. 
One  bad  been  given  to  a  gentleman  who  had  objected  to 
complete  an  assurance  in  consequence  of  Fowler's  pam- 
phlet ;  another  had  been  given  to  a  member  of  the  society 
who  applied  for  information,  and  the  sixth  was  the  one 
given  to  Jones.  The  witness  said  his  own  two  private 
copies  were  in  his  pocket.  Smalridge,  the  clerk,  confirmed 
this  evidence. 
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j^^  ^  The  pUintzff  admhted  that  he  had  gnea  Fowler  Uie  in- 

fenaatioo  oa  which  hk  paaiphlel  wa«  fommittd^  mod  ihst  he 
had  aided  him  io  circalatixig  ic  Aod  ifaeve  waa  evidence 
that  it  had  caoaed  injarr  to  the  society.  The  phintiiri 
witneas,  Joces,  himself  stated  that  he  had  becw  deterred 
firom  effecting  an  iosoraoce  in  cooaeqweDce  of  iL 

Tbcfe  was  no  eridence  of  any  pnblicatioe  bj  the  de- 
fendant except  as  above  mectiooed. 

And  there  was  cot  only  no  erideiice  of  any  flMeeling 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  towards  the  plaioCiir  bat 
there  was  eridence  the  other  way.  He  had  only  bcca 
manager  since  1S56;  he  had  no  concern  with  the  trans- 
actions in  qnestion,  and  the  plaintiiF  himself  had  aaid  to 
him  that  he  knew  he  had  no  idea  of  injaring  him,  bat  flist 
he.  the  plaintiff,  *  conld  only  get  at  the  directora  **  throi^ 
him. 

The  defendant,  it  will  be  obsenred,  utterly  denied  the 
oral  slander,  and  the  jary  expressly  negatived  it.  It  wu 
not  justified,  and  it  was  not  contended  that  it  wooM  hare 
been  pririieged :  on  the  contrary,  it  was  urged,  as  a  reasoa 
why  it  coaki  not  hare  been  attered,  that  it  would  hare 
been  wholly  irreleranL 

The  case  therefore  turned  entirely  on  the  primied  libeL 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintifl^ 

Sir  F.  Kelly  submitted  that  the  pablication  was  priri- 
leged,  being  in  parsaance  of  a  duty  and  an  iatereat  to 
rindicate  the  society  firom  the  impotations  of  fraud  made 
against  them. 

CocKBusx,  C.  J.,  thought  that  the  occasion  was  prt- 
rileged,  provided  the  publication  did  not  go  beyond  it,  but 
that  there  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  upon  that  as 
well  as  to  the  slander. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

CocKBVB.x,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury).— The  plaintiff^  himself, 
after  the  matter  had  been  decided  upon  at  law  and  in 
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equity,  was  a  party  to  an  appeal  to  the  public;  and  I  own  1362. 
I  cannot  feel  much  sympathy  for  a  man,  who,  having  been 
the  first  to  make  an  appeal  to  public  opinion,  when  he 
is  answered,  in  the  same  manner  by  a  counter  appeal, 
changes  the  tribunal  which  he  has  himself  selected,  and 
invokes  the  arm  of  the  law. 

As  to  the  original  merits  of  the  case.  There  had  been  a 
proposal  by  the  plaintiff  himself  in  writing,  under  his  own 
band,  and  the  company  indorsed  on  the  policy  a  licence 
in  exact  accordance  with  his  proposal.  The  death  oc- 
curred at  a  place  far  beyond  the  limits  of  the  ports  men- 
tioned in  the  licence ;  for  no  one  can  say  it  was  a  **  port 
in  the  Mediterranean."  That  being  so,  it  is  not  to  be 
wondered  at  that  the  company  resisted  payment  of  the 
policy.  They  adhered  to  the  terms  of  the  licence,  which 
was  in  accordance  with  the  plaintiff's  own  written  proposal. 

And  they  were  justified  in  so  doing.  For  otherwise, 
what  would  be  the  use  or  advantage  of  having  any  written 
contract  at  all,  if  it  might  be  departed  from  or  varied  by 
either  party  at  pleasure  ?  In  the  litigation  which  ensued, 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  first  time,  set  up  an  oral  agreement 
with  the  agent  for  a  larger  licence ;  and  alleged  that  the 
licence  indorsed  was  'Vin  fraud  of"  that  agreement  *'  and 
a  pretended  compliance  with"  it.  And  this  was  the  charge 
which,  with  his  concurrence,  after  the  litigation  was  closed, 
was  put  forth  in  an  **  appeal  to  the  policy-holders." 

What  were  the  company  to  do?  Nothing  could  be  con- 
ceived more  odious  than  these  charges,  or  more  likely  to 
injure  the  character  of  the  directors  or  the  business  of  the 
company.  Were  they  not  entitled  fairly  to  answer  them  ? 
They  answered  them  in  the  pamphlet  complained  of,  which 
declares  them  to  be  '^  false  and  calumnious,"  and  this  they 
justify;  that  is,  they  allege  that  the  plaintiff  made  charges 
against  them,  t.  e.,  in  his  **  declaration"  in  the  former 
action,  which  were  false  and  calumnious.  The  question 
will  be  upon  that  plea  whether  that  is  so. 
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The  first  question  which  arises,  boweTer,  is  (even  sop- 
posing  the  plea  of  justification  not  made  out),  whether  the 
publication  was  privileged  ?  As  to  that»  the  law  is,  that  a 
publication  is  privileged  which  is  called  for  either  by  the 
duty  or  the  fair  and  honest  interest  of  the  party  who  has 
made  it.  And  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  answer  here  was 
privileged,  and  that  the  publication  was  privileged.  If  you 
are  of  opinion  that  it  was  bona  fide  for  the  purpose  of  the 
defence  of  the  company,  and  in  order  to  prevent  these 
charges  from  operating  to  their  prejudice,  and  with  a  view 
to  vindicate  the  character  of  the  directors,  and  not  with  a 
view  to  injure  or  lower  the  character  of  the  plaintifi^,  if 
you  are  of  that  opinion,  and  think  that  the  publication  did 
not  go  beyond  the  occasion,  then  you  ought  to  find  for  the 
defendants  on  the  general  issue. 

But  then,  secondly,  the  defendants  plead  that  the  plain- 
tiff made  charges  against  them  which  were  false  and  ca- 
lumnious. Were  they  true?  For,  if  not,  they  certainly 
are  calumnious.  If  not  true,  were  they  put  forth  with  the 
plaintiff's  sanction  and  concurrence?  It  is  said  that  they 
were  merely  the  language  of  his  pleader.  But  who  gave 
the  pleader  his  instructions  ?  If  you  think  that  these 
charges  were  originally  put  forth  by  the  plaintiff  or  with 
his  knowledge  and  sanction,  and  that  they  were  not  true, 
then  you  should  find  for  the  defendants,  that  the  plea  of 
justification  is  proved. 

But  even  if  otherwise,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the 
verdict  on  the  general  issue,  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  the 
publication  was  bona  fide  for  the  purpose  of  their  vindica- 
tion, and  did  not  go  beyond  that  object 

As  to* the  alleged  oral  slander,  did  the  defendant  really 
utter  the  words  ascribed  to  him  ? 


Verdict  for  the  defendant 
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18Q3. 
CAMPBELL  V.  SPOTTISWOODE.  rJi;^;^^,. 

-p  Hilary  Term, 

Jul  BEL.     The  action  was  by  the  Rev.  Dr.  Campbell,  The  plaintiff 
editor  and  part  proprietor  of  the  British  Standard  and  lUhSlfin^are. 
JEnHgn,  religious  newspapers,  against  the  printer  of  the  '*F®^?  Pif ®'^' 
Saturday  Review ^  for  an  article  in  that  journal  on  the  was  proprietor 
14th  of  June  last,  commenting  on  certain  letters  and  an-  some  appeals 
nouncements  in  the  plaintiff's  paper.    The  letters  were  by  [iJ'^ciJ^'/*^^ 
the  plaintiff,  and  entitled  ''  Missions  to  China,"  and  in  the  ^^^  paper, 
papers  in  which  they  appeared  were  appended  thereto  cer-  promote  a 
tain  announcements  and  appeals  to  the  religious  public,  in  gtolfs  obfect, 
which  the  name  of  a  Mr.  Thompson  often  appeared,  and  *"*^  ^^  "?™® 
of  which  the  following,  signed  by  the  publisher,  is  a  spe-  lists  of  sub. 

scriptions  in 
amen  : —  aid  of  his  ap- 

peals, the  de- 
**  Co*operation  is  earnestly  in\nted  to  aid  in  sending  forth  on  all  sides  fendant  pub- 

aiguments  and  appeals,  calculated  to  awaken  compassion  for  the  lost  Wished  certain 
millions  of  the  land  of  China."    "  The  free  circulation  list  now  amounts  thereon  the 
to  upwards  of  20,000  copies,  included  in  which  are  the  following : — The  effect  of  which 
Hon.  Charlotte  Margaretta  Thompson,  Prior  Park,  Bath,  5,000;    the  was  found  to 
Earl  of  Gainsborough,  1,000;  the  Eari  of  Shaftesbury,  1,000;  the  Hon.  fh^t  Uie^pram- 

Arihnr  Kinnaird,  1,000 ;  the  Rev.  Dr. and  friends,  1,000.     While  tiff's  real  ob- 

tiiis  is  worthy  of  the  generous  donors  and  the  matchless  cause,  it  is  full  i^^^  was  to  pro- 
of enconragement  to  the  editor  and  highly  cheering  to  myself.     I  do  trust  ^^hU^paDa-* 
that  the  noble  example  here  set  will  have  the  effect  of  calling  the  atten-  and  to  suggest 
tion  of  many  Christians  of  zeal  and  means  who  have  hitherto  neglected  that  the  letters 
nu:      n  and  lists  of 

vnina.  subscriptions 

were,  some  of 

Id  another  of  the  lists  of  subscribers  for  copies  for  distri-  them,  probably 

fabricated  * 

bution  were  the  following^  "  R.  G.,  260  copies ;  A  London  Held,  that 
Minister,  120;  an  Old  Soldier,  100."     And  various  letters  l^fi^'Sr'''* 
were  likewise  published,  one  of  which  ran  thus : —  fair  comment; 

*  and  that,  so  far 

**  Ah,  would  we  have  our  great  Protestant  principles,  privileges  and  »*  the  observa- 
UewDgt  more  widely  propagated  and  more  securely  perpetuated,  then  Jeflected'on^the 
kt  ufl  to  a  man  willingly,  liberally  and  prayerfully  set  up  an  Eniign  for  character  of  the 
the  nmtioiia.     Pat  me  down  for  500  copies."  plaintiff's  ap- 

peals, they 
_,_  ,  1  1       1  .  1  ^^^^  withm 

Upon  these  announcements  and  appeals  the  article  com-  the  right  of 

fair  comment; 
but,  so  fiur  as  they  went  beyond  that  right,  and  suggested  fraudulent  acts,  or  motives,  they 


hey  1 
trely 


were  not  to,  merely  because  hondfide,  unlets  they  were  also  fair. 
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plained  of  as  libellous  commented,  and  the  following  were 
the  passages  selected  as  the  subject  of  complaint : — 

**  The  doctor  refers  frequently  to  Mr.  Thompion  as  his  authority— so 
frequently  that  we  most  own  to  having  had  a  transitoiy  suspickm  thift 
Mr.  T.  was  nothing  more  than  another  Mrs.  Harris,  and  to  beliere,  with 
Mrs.  Gamp's  acquaintance,  that '  there  never  was  no' such  person,'  But 
as  Mr.  Thompson's  name  is  down  for  5,000  copies  of  the  Eauig*  ws 
must  accept  his  identity  as  fully  proved  («X  '^^'^  we  bopa  the  pabKsher  of 
the  Ensign  is  equally  satisfied  on  the  point.  Certain  it  is  that  Mr. 
Thompson  knows  more  about  China  than  anybody  else  in  England. 

"  To  spread  the  knowledge  of  the  Gospel  in  China  would  be  a  good  and 
an  excellent  thing,  and  worthy  of  all  praise  and,  encouragement ;  bat  to 
make  such  a  work  a  mere  pretext  for  pofBng  an  obscure  newspaper  bto 
circulation,  is  a  most  scandalous  and  flagitious  act,  and  it  v  iku  art,  ws 
fear,  we  must  charge  against  Dr.  Campbell  (6).  Buy  the  letters,  and 
save  the  heathen.  About  twenty-five  letters  will  be  *  required  ;*  they 
must  be  circulated  and  read,  and  for  this  '  I  am  wholly  dependent  on  the 
good  offices  of  the  friends  of  the  heathen.'  There  is  no  dii^iie  in  all 
this.  Letters  from  correspondents,  all  bearing  the  mark  of  one  hand  (r), 
put  the  matter  on  a  very  simple  basis.  '  Ah,*  writes  one,  *  wouM  we  have 
our  great  Protestant  principles,  privileges  and  blessings  more  widely  pre* 
pagated,  and  more  securely  perpetuated,  then  let  us  to  a  man  willingly, 
liberally  and  prayerfully  set  up  an  Ensign  for  the  nations.'  The  good 
soul  adds,  <  put  me  down  for  500  copies.' 

**  There  have  been  many  dodges  tried  to  make  a  losing  paper  *  go,*  but 
it  remained  for  a  leader  in  the  Nonconformist  body  to  represent  the 
weekly  subscription  as  an  act  of  religious  duty  ((f).  Moreover,  the  wdl- 
known  device  is  resorted  to  of  publishing  lists  of  subseriben,  the  authen- 

(a)  So  that  here  was  a  distinct 
disclaimer,  as  regards  this  name,  of 
any  idea  of  its  being  fictitious. 

(6)  This  gives  the  key  to  the 
real  meaning  of  the  whole  article, 
that  the  making  out  that  the  ad- 
vancement of  Christian  missions 
was  an  object  to  be  attained  or  pro- 
moted by  subscribing  to  the  plain- 
tiff's paper  was  a  mere  pretext, 
**a  scandalous  and  flagitious  act," 
and  an  **  imposture ; ''  not  that 
the  imposture  lay  in  fabricated  sub- 
scriptions or  fictitious  letters,  save 
only  as  a  matter  of  mere  inference 
arising  fVorn  the  similarity  of  tone 
or  style. 


(c)  This  is  the  only 
which  at  all  suggests  a  Csbrieatioa 
of  letters,  and  it  is  done  studiously 
by  way  of  cricieal  inference  froat 
the  style  of  the  letters,  not  by  way 
of* independent  auggestion.  The 
distinction  is  all-important.  Why 
may  not  a  public  writer  infer  frooi 
the  similarity  of  atyle  in  diflereot 
letters  or  articles  that  they  are  finoia 
the  same  hand?  There  is  no  sug- 
gestion of  a  firaudulent  intent  in  this 
passage. 

(d)  This  is  the ''dodge "or  *< im- 
posture "  aimed  at  all  through ;  ut 
tuprm  (6). 
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ticity  of  which  the  public  have,  to  say  the  least,  no  means  of  diecking(a). 
<  R.  G.'  takes  240  copies ;  '  A  London  Minister/  1 20 ;  <  An  Old  Soldier/ 
100;  and  so  on.  Few  readers,  we  imagine,  will  have  any  doubt  in  their 
minds  as  to  who  is  the  *  Old  Soldier '  (6). 

**  Whatever  may  be  the  private  views  of  the  editor  of  the  En$i^, 
there  can  be  no  question  that  his  followers  are  sincere  enough  in  the  con- 
iidence  they  repose  in  his  plan.  It  must  be  a  very  happy  thing  to  be 
gifted  with  so  large  a  stock  of  faith.  It  must  take  the  sting  out  of  many 
a  sorrow,  and  smooth  away  many  a  trouble.  The  past  cannot  be  very 
tad,  nor  the  future  very  dreadful,  to  him  who  has  the  capacity  for  hoping 
all  things  and  believing  all  things  without  hesitation.  If  this  temper  of 
mind  should  lay  its  possessor  open  occasionally  to  the  beguilements  of  an 
impostor  (c),  more  than  an  equivalent  is  provided  in  the  freedom  from 
doubts  and  suspicions  and  the  sense  of  security  that  it  confers.  The  ten* 
dency  of  observation  and  experience  of  life  can  scarcely  be  to  impart  so 
great  a  privilege  to  those  who  have  it  not  by  nature ;  yet  it  is  often  by 
this  blind  trust  in  everything  and  everybody  that  much  good  is  done. 
People  who  never  can  perceive  a  difficulty  are  very  likely  to  succeed  in 
whatever  they  undertake.  No  doubt  it  is  deplorable  to  find  an  ignorant 
credulity  manifested  among  a  class  of  the  community  entitled,  on  many 
grounds,  to  respect ;  but  now  and  then  this  very  credulity  may  be  turned 
to  good  account  ((/).  Dr.  Campbell  is  just  now  making  use  of  it  for  a  very 
practical  purpose  (e),  and  to-morrow  some  other  religious  speculator  will 
cry  his  wares  in  the  name  of  Heaven,  and  the  mob  will  hasten  to  deck 
him  out  in  purple  and  fine  linen.  When  Dr.  Campbell  has  finished  his 
'  Chinese  Letters '  he  will  be  a  greater  simpleton  than  we  take  him  for  if 
lie  does  not  force  off  another  100,000  copies  of  his  paper  by  launching  a 
fresh  series  of  thunderbolts  against  the  powers  of  darkness.  In  the  meau- 
while,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  is  making  a  very  good  thing  indeed 
of  the  spiritual  wants  of  the  Chinese  **{/)» 
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(a)  Here  it  is  not  at  all  sug* 
getted  that  they  are  not  authentic, 
and  the  *' device  "is  in  publishing 
Kits  of  subscriptions,  equally  a  '*  de- 
vice" whether  real  or  not  real 

(^)  This  is  evidently  what  the 
Lord  Chitf  Justice  called  **  mere 
banter,"  aad  meant  that  the  Doctor 
was  an  "Old Soldier,"  t.  e.,  an  ez- 
perienetd  hand  in  such  matters 
mod  in  the  practiaiog  of  such 
*'  dodgea  "  and  '*  devices  *'  as  above 
dlixM  to,  not  that  be  forged  the 
letter  signed ''  An  Old  Soldier/' 

(r)  Thu  alkidea  to  the  nature 


of  the  plaintiff's  «  plan,"  «/  nipro, 
and  has  no  connection  with  a  sug- 
gestion as  to  forged  letters  or  with 
any  other  imposture  than  as  im- 
plied in  the  nature  of  his  proposal 
or  plan. 

(d)  This  refers  to  the  scandalous 
and  flagitious  act  first  referred  to, 
of  representing  the  subscription  to 
the  paper  as  an  act  of  religioua 
duty ;  vide  p.  422  (b), 

(e)  That  is,  by  representing  it  as 
a  religious  duty ;  vide  p.  422  (6). 

(/)  'lliat  is,  by  representing  it  as 
a  religious  duty  to  take  his  paper. 
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1863.  This  article  having  been  published  on  the  14th  of  Jane 

last,  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  on  the  28th  of  June,  wrote  to 
the  Saturday  Review  to  desire  that  an  **  ample  apology" 
should  be  inserted,  with  a  declaration  that  there  was  reason 
to  believe  that  the  charges  made  against  him  were  utterly 
unfounded,  such  apology  to  be  sent  to  him  for  approval, 
and  to  appear  in  the  next  number,  in  the  same  type  as  the 
libel,  and  in  a  similar  position  (a).  The  defendant's  attor- 
ney wrote  to  request  that  the  passages  charged  as  libellous 
might  be  specified.  The  plaintiflTs  attorney  in  reply  wrote 
that  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  discovering  what  those 
passages  were,  and  that  if  his  request  were  not  complied 
with  in  the  course  of  the  morrow,  he  should  take  proceed- 
ings, for  he  could  not  submit  to  the  imputation  of  being  an 
**  impostor,"  or  **  guilty  of  scandalous  and  flagitious  con- 
duct." The  defendant's  attorney,  in  answer,  wrote,  **It 
appears  to  us,  from  the  context,  that  the  words  complained 
of  are  used  merely  as  part  of  a  criticism  on  a  newspaper 
article,  and  are  not  intended  to  attack  Dr.  CampbelPs 
character.  If  you  will  point  out  any  statements  of  matter 
of  fact  which  you  consider  erroneous,  it  shall  be  corrected 
in  the  Review^    The  plaintifTs  attorney,  in  reply,  sug- 

It  is  not  at  all  suggested  tliat  it  was  thought  by  the  jury  (it  is  conceived 
by  forged  letters  or  by  fabricated  erroneously),  that  it  went  further, 
subscriptions.  The  real  scope  of  and  suggested  foiled  letters  ind 
the  article,  it  is  conceived,  was,  as  fabricated  subscriptiona.  . 
above  suggested,  to  denounce  the  (a)  The  refusal  of  an  apology 
plaintiff's  appeals  as  impostures,  or  explanation,  if  really  required, 
because  representing  the  subscript-  would  at  common  law  be  evidence 
tion  to  his  paper  as  an  act  of  re-  of  malice  either  to  enhance  damages 
ligious  duty,  because  it  would  tend  or  exclude  privilege.  And  so  un- 
to promote  (be  conversion  of  the  der  Lord  Campbell's  Act  the  in- 
heathen  ;  whereas  it  really  could  sertion  of  an  apology  is  a  condition 
have  no  other  object  than  to  pro-  precedent  But  then  the  necessity 
mote  the  sale  of  the  paper,  and  (bus  for  it,  in  this  case,  involved  the 
to  suggest,  as  the  owner's  inference,  question  whether  the  article  went 
that  this  must  have  been  its  object,  beyond  the  bounds  of  fair  commeot 
Up  to  this  point,  it  will  be  seen,  by  imputing  forgery  of  letters  and 
the  ruling  was  that  the  article  would  fabrication  of  subscriptions, 
be  fair  comment.    It  was,  however, 
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gested  that  be  and  the  publisher  should  meet  the  defend- 
ant's attorney,  with  all  the  books  and  documents,  and 
satisfy  them  that  the  supposed  imputations  of  fraud  were 
erroneous.  The  defendant's  attorney,  in  reply,  denied  in 
effect  that  there  were  any  such  imputations,  and  said  that 
it  would  be  better  to  point  out  in  writing  what  was  com- 
plained of.  The  reply  to  this  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifTs 
attorney  was  the  writ  in  this  action  (on  the  14th  of  July 
last),  in  acknowledging  which  the  defendant's  attorney  de- 
clared his  regret  that  an  opportunity  had  not  been  afforded 
of  correcting  any  erroneous  statement  of  matter  of  fact  (a). 

Parry y  Serjt.,  Rew,  G.  Hastings^  and  Pater  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Bovilly  Coleridge^  and  Vernon  Harcourt  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  was  rested  chiefly 
on  the  view  that  the  article  imputed  to  him  fabricated 
letters  and  fictitious  subscription  lists,  and  several  of  the 
persons  referred  to  were  called,  and  proved  the  reality  of 
their  subscriptions.  But  there  was  no  evidence  (nor  was 
it  suggested)  that  the  writer  had  any  means  of  knowing 
whether  they  were  real. 

Bovillf  for  the  defendant,  put  in  several  numbers  of  the 
plaintiff's  paper  with  a  view  to  show,  that,  on  the  face  of 
them,  they  would  warrant  such  comments  as  had  been 
made  upon  them,  and  he  contended  that  the  meaning  of 
the  article  was  in  effect  this, — that  it  was  a  most  improper 
thing  to  represent  the  subscriptions  to  the  plaintiff's  paper 
as  a  religious  act,  or  as  likely  to  promote  the  welfare  of 
the  heathen,  and  that  the  phrases  **  scandalous,"  **  impos- 
ture," &c.,  referred  to  that,  and  were  fairly,  if  honest, 


1863. 


(a)  T1iiit»  from  the  first  it  will 
be  seen  the  Saturday  Review  took 
the  ground  now  relied  upon  by  its 
counsel  that*  there  were  no  inde- 


pendent assertions  or  statements  of 
its  own,  but  only  matter  of  com- 
ment on  the  plaintiflf's  own  publi- 
cation and  inferences  therefrom. 
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within  the  privilege  of  comments  by  one  poblie  writer  upon 
the  pubhshed  proposals  of  another  (a). 


(a)  It  bad  been  well  setded  tbat 
a  public  writer  might  freely  com- 
ment on  any  public  matter,  put 
forth  by  the  plaintHT,  even  so  as  to 
convey  moral  imputations  undoubt- 
edly defamatory,  provided  they  arose 
out  of  the  matter  so  put  forth  and 
were  thus  "  fair  comment."  Thus 
it  was  held,  that  the  editor  of  a 
public  newspaper  may  fairly  com* 
ment  on  a  place  of  public  enter- 
tainment kept  by  the  plaintiff,  so 
as  to  reflect  upon  him,  unless  it  can 
be  proved  that  the  comment  it  un* 
juxt,  U  malevolent f  and  exceeding  the 
boundi  of  fair  opinion;  Dibdin  v. 
Swun,  1  £8p.  28 — Lord  Kenton. 
So  whatever  is  fairly  written  of  a 
work,  and  can  be  reasonably  said 
of  it,  orqfilM  author,  at  connected 
with  it,  is  not  actionable,  unleu  it 
appear  that  the  party,  under  the 
pretext  of  criticising  the  work,  take 
an  opportunity  of  attacking  the  cha- 
racter of  its  author;  Macleod  v. 
Wakeley,  3  C.  &  P.  311— Lord 
Tenterobn.  So  it  is  not  libellous 
to  ridicule  a  literary  composition, 
or  the  author  of  it,  in  at  far  at  he 
hat  embodied  himtelfwith  hit  work; 
and  if  he  is  not  followed  into  do- 
niettic  life  for  the  purpose  of  pei> 
sonal  slander,  he  cannot  maintain 
an  action  (pr  any  damage  he  may 
suflpr  in  consequence  of  being  thus 
ridiculed ;  Carr  v.  Hood,  1  Camp. 
3.55, n«— Lord  Ellenborouoh.  So, 
S.  P.,  Soanev.  JTn/gA/,  M.  &  M.  74— 
Lord  TsiTTBRDBir.  So,  again,  in  an 
action  for  a  libel  upon  the  plaintiff 
in  his  business  of  a  bookseller,  ac- 
cusing him  of  being  in  the  habit  of 


jmblithing  immond  erndfoolUk  hooki^ 
the  defendant,  under  the  ^ea  of  not 
guilty,  may  adduce  evidence  to 
show  that  the  suppoted  libel  is  a 
fair  stricture  upoo  the  general  ma 
of  the  plaintiff's  publicationa ;  7a- 
bart  V.  Tipper^  1  Camp.  360^ 
Lord  Ellenborougr.  See  8.  P., 
Frater  v.  Berkd^,  7  C.  ft  P.  621 . 
In  all  these  cases,  there  were  per- 
sonal imputations,  which  would  be 
undoubtedly  defamatory,  hat  were 
deemed  to  come  within  the  right 
of  fair  comment  On  the  other 
hand,  it  had  been  held,  tiiat  where 
there  had  been  nothing  paUidy 
put  forth  by  the  plaintifl^  there 
was  no  right  of  public  comment, 
and  that  then  the  ezcoee  of  the  de- 
famation muat  be  as  reitrieted,  as  ia 
cases  of  private  duty  or  interest; 
and  so  it  was  held  that  a  society  for 
protection  of  tradesmen  could  not 
publish  of  a  private  pereon  that  he 
was  a  swindler,  &c.;  Geltmg  v. 
fo«»,3C.&P.160;  Greene.  Otap- 
man,  4  B.  N.  C.  92 ;  Parmiter  v. 
CoupUnd,  6  M.  ft  W.  105;  Heame 
V.  StoweU,  12  A.  ft  E.  719.  S<^ 
again,  it  had  been  held,  in  banc, 
that  a  public  writer,  in  comment- 
ing on  any  anaonncement  ar  work 
of  the  plaintiff  must  not  go  beyond 
the  limit  of  the  matter  thus  raised, 
nor  use  terms  of  general  abuse; 
Dunn  V.  Anderton,  3  Bing.  887. 

But  it  bad  been  held,  in  effect, 
in  Gathercole  v.  MialL,  15  M.  ft  ' 
W.  319,  that  a  public  writer,  m  • 
public  matter,  has  a  right  to  make 
comments  or  draw  inferences  in  a 
fair  spirit;  even  altlTMfh  nntrue 
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He  cited   Turnbull  v.  Bird  (a),  and   lie  asked  that  it         1863. 


and  defamatory;  provided  they  ap- 
pear to  be  bondjide,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  of  actual  malice.  That  is, 
malice,  not  necessarily  personal, 
or  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence; 
but  as  shown  by  a  reckless  style 
of  writing.  There  had  been  many 
subsequent  decisions  to  that  effect. 
Thus,  in  Eattwood  v.  Holma,  1 
F.  &  F.  347,  WiLLEs,  J.,  held, 
that  a  public  writer,  referring  to 
public  announcements  of  sales  by 
the  plaintiff  and  others,  of  pre- 
tended antiquities,  might  say  that 
tbey  were  impostures,  and  that 
there  was  **  a  gross  attempt  at 
imposition,  and  that  this  was  pro- 
tected by  the  privilege  of  fair  dis- 
cttiiioD  on  matters  of  public  in- 
terest" So  Erle,  C.  J.,  in  Parii 
V.  I^evyy  2  F.  &  F.  71,  held,  that 
an  article  upon  an  advertisement 
of  the  plainti^  imputing  that  it  in- 
cited servants  to  rob  their  masters, 
WIS  not  actionable;  and  that  was 
upheld  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas;  v«/e  30  L.  J.,  C  P.  11. 

(a)  2  F.  &  F.  508.  The  de- 
fendant, there,  commenting  on  the 
plaintiff's  publication,  imputed  that 
tk^  indicated  that  he  would  be 
likely  to  destroy  documents  in- 
trusted to  him  in  a  public  em- 
ployment he  held.  The  case  seems 
to  come  as  near  as  possible  to  the 
present,  when  the  writer,  from 
the  similarity  in  style  of  the  letters 
published  by  the  plaintiff,  sug- 
gested that  they  were  probably  by 
the  same  hand.  In  that  case, 
EaLE,  C.  J.,  directed  the  jury 
thus  :^**  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
matter  complained  of  is  libellous. 


and  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  ^amfbell 
your  verdict,  unless  the  defendant  Spottis- 
can  establish  a  defence.  Now  the  woode. 
law  is,  that  defamatory  matter  is 
presumed  to  be  malicious  unless  it 
is  published  in  the  performance  of 
any  duty,  l^al  or  moral,  or  in  the 
exercise  of  any  right.  The  defence 
on  the  present  occasion  comes  under 
the  latter  head,  as  a  matter  neces- 
sary to  the  protection  of  the  public 
interests  or  in  the  exercise  of  a  pub- 
lic right;  and  the  law  is,  that  a  man 
may  publish  defamatory  matter  of 
another  holding  any  public  employ- 
ment, or  if  it  is  a  matter  on  which 
the  public  have  any  interest,  within 
the  limits  I  shall  lay  down  in  accord- 
ance with  decided  cases.  <  Every 
person,'  it  has  been  laid  down, 
'has  a  right  to  comment  on  the 
acts  of  a  public  man,  which  con- 
cern him  as  a  subject  of  the  realm, 
if  he  do  not  make  his  comments 
the  vehicle  of  malice  or  slander.' 
And  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  oc- 
casion here  would  justify  the  com- 
ments, provided  they  can  be  brought 
within  the  limits  laid  down  by  the 
law  in  this  class  of  cases.  Now 
the  rule  in  these  cases  is,  that  the 
comments  are  justified,  provided  the 
defendant  honestly  believe  them  to 
be  true.  Within  those  limits  the 
law  allows  the  publication.  The 
word  <  malice '  in  law  means  any 
corrupt  motive,  any  wrong  motive. 
And  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  comments  he  made, 
was  guilty  of  any  misrepresentation 
of  fact,  or  if  he  made  his  comments 
with  any  known  misstatement  of 
fact,  which  he  must  or  might  have 
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might  be  left  to  tlie  jury  whether  ibe  writer  hoocirtlT 
believed  what  he  wrote  (a). 

Parry^  Serjt.,  in  reply,  pressed  that  the  article  inpated 
to  the  plaintiff  that  he  fabricated  letters,  or  put  forth  fic- 
titious subscriptions,  as  decoys  to  indiiGe  the  public  to  sab- 
scribe  (&). 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  article,  no  doubt,  is 
pungent,  bitter  and  caustic;  at  the  same  time  public  men, 
and,  above  all,  public  writers,  must  not  complaio  if  they 
are  sometimes  rather  roughly  treated.  Public  writen, 
who  expose  themselves  to  criticism,  must  not  complaiu 
that  such  criticism  is  sometimes  hostile.  The  writers  of 
the  Review  might  have  thought  Dr.  Campbell's  view  a 
legitimate  object  of  hostile  observation.  Nor  is  it  matter 
of  complaint  that  the  article  was  written  in  a  spirit  and 
tone  of  hostility,  ridicule  and  satire.  But  particular  pas- 
sages are  complained  of  as  libellous ;  and  it  is  said  that 

in  their  judgment,  they  are  wcD- 
foanded,  and  applicable  to  It**  That 
if  fairltf  applicaUe^  not  ao  aniea* 
sonably  so  as  to  be  reckless^  and 
so  malicious. 

(a)  This  however  woiild  not  be 
material,  unless  the  jury  ako  thouglit 
that,  upon  the  plaintiiTB  publica* 
tions,  the  writer  might  not  honestly 
and  unreasonably  infer  what  he  sog- 
gested ;  vide  an/f,  p.  422:  and  so  it 
is  conceiyed  they  must  have  nn- 
derstood  it  taken  with  the  rest  of 
the  ruling ;  vide  po$t,  p.  434  (k), 

(6)  This  view  seems  to  have 
been  adopted  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  who,  it  will  be  seen,  di- 
rected the  jury,  in  substance,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  if  such  was  the 
meaning  of  the  article,  it  was  not 
privileged;  ted  vide  oiUe,  p.  422. 


known  to  have  existed  if  he  had 
exercised  ordinary  care,  then  he 
loses  his  privilege,  and  the  occasion 
does  not  justify  the  publication. 
And  it  is  for  you  to  judge  whether 
the  misstatement  was  reckless,  and 
whether  the  comments  were  fair 
and  just."  And  ao  in  Parit  v.  Leir^, 
2  F.  &  F.  73,  Erle.  C.  J.,  said:— 
'*  In  the  article  in  which  the  tend- 
ency to  incite  servants  to  dishonesty 
is  imputed,  I  can  see  no  word 
against  the  plaintiff  as  a  private  in- 
dividual or  going  beyond  the  hand- 
hill,  but  if  Paris  puts  forward  a 
handbill  and  draws  public  attention 
to  it,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
editor,  is  most  dangerous  as  an  in- 
citement to  dishonesty,  it  may  be 
that  he  will  be  able  to  excuse  before 
a  jury  the  remarks  he  has  made,  if. 
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they  impute  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  acted  on  sordid  and 
base  motives,  and  that  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  damages. 
It  will  be  for  you  to  judge  of  the  effect  of  those  passages. 
They  may  be  divided  under  two  heads :  first,  as  to  sugges- 
tions that  Dr.  Campbell  had  made  certain  untrue  state- 
ments as  to  sources  whence  he  had  derived  subscriptions, 
and  used  them  as  decoys  to  get  further  subscriptions; 
that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  referring  to  fictitious  persons ; 
and  that  this  was  suggested  to  be  a  fraud  on  those  whom 
be  induced,  by  the  supposed  example  of  persons  repre- 
sented as  contributors,  to  put  their  names  down  as  sub- 
scribers.    And  then,  under  the  second  head,  it  is  com- 
plained that  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  put  forward  to  the 
public  the  great   religious   enterprise  of  converting  the 
Chinese  to  Christianity,  and  asked  for  contributions  for 
that  purpose,  when  it  was  not  intended  to  get  them  for 
that  purpose,  but  to  increase  the  circulation  of  his  news- 
paper, and  that  thus  he  was  using  a  great  and  powerful 
motive — appealing  to  the  highest  considerations  and  the 
most  solemn  duties,  as  a  means,  not  of  promoting  the 
spread  of  Christianity,  but  his  own  sordid  interests.     Such 
IS  the  second  head  of  complaint     It  is  said,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  this  was  only  legitimate  criticism,  and  discus- 
sion, of  the  fair  merits  of  this  scheme  of  the  plaintifi^s, 
with  a  view  to  show  that  it  was  idle  and  absurd  and  must 
end  in  disappointment  and  delusion,  and  that  the  Review 
bad  a  right  so  to  comment  upon  it. 

Now,  it  is  not  to  be  disputed  that  the  plaintiff**s  proposal 
is  open,  to  th&  fullest  extent,  to  discussion  and  criticism  of 
a  severe  and  hostilje  character.  Dr.  Campbell  made  an 
appeal  to  the  public  on  a  subject  not  only  of  public  inte- 
rest but  of  sacred  and  universal  interest — the  spread  of 
Christianity  throughout  the  heathen  world, — and  he  did  so 
through  the  columns  of  his  newspaper.  It  is  impossible 
to  conceive  any  subject  on  which  comment  and  criticism 
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that  this  proposal  of  the  plaiotiff  could  only  end  in  disap- 
pointment to  the  public  who  might  be  induced  to  snbscribe 
to  his  paper,  and  that  they  would  be  throwing  away  their 
money,  would  have  a  perfect  right  to  comment  upon  it, 
with  some  latitude  of  criticism  and  comment  But  the 
question  is,  whether  the  one  or  the  other  of  the  two  views 
suggested  of  the  effect  of  the  article  is  correct.  Is  the 
effect  of  these  passages  merely  to  comment  on  the  rea- 
sonableness of  the  plaintiff's  proposal,  or  do  they  impute, 
not  only  that  it  was  delusive,  but  that  it  was  induced  by 
tlie  base  and  sordid  motive  of  promoting  his  own  pecu- 
niary interest?  First,  with  reference  to  Mr.  Thompson, 
is  it  represented  that  he  is  a  fictitious  person,  so  that  it  is 
an  imputation  upon  the  character  of  the  plaintiff  for  vera- 
city and  integrity  in  his  referring  to  an  imaginary  and 
non-existing  person  ?  Is  that  the  effect  of  the  passage  in 
the  libel?  Or  is  it  no  more  than  to  detract,  in  a  tone  of 
banter,  from  the  authority  of  a  person  so  often  referred 
to  ?  If  the  former  is  the  meaning,  certainly  it  was  a  mis- 
statement (a).  But  might  not  the  passage  receive  a  milder 
construction  ?  This  is  of  less  importance  than  the  other 
part  of  the  libel  complained  of;  but  it  is  for  you  to  con- 
sider, and  if  you  think  that  it  was  intended  to  charge 
against  Dr.  Campbell  the  intentionally  putting  forward  of 
fictitious  persons  to  deceive  and  delude  the  public,  it  is  for 
you  to  say  what  importance  you  attach  to  it. 

But  there  is  another  matter  under  the  same  bead  which 
is  of  more  serious  import ;  for  to  say  of  a  man  that  be 
is  appealing  to  the  public  for  subscriptions,  and  that,  to 
obtain  them,  he  puts  down  the  names  of  non-existing  sub- 
scribers, is  surely  to  charge  him  with  fraud  (&).  Let  every 
man  judge  for  himself  whether  he  would  not  deem  it  a  re- 

(a)  But  there  was  no  evidence  that  it  was  wilfuL 
(6)   Vide  ante,  p.  422  (6),  (c). 
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flection  on  bis  character  and  honour;  and  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  this  is.  the  meaning  of  the  article. 
"  Moreorer,  a  well-known  device  is  adopted,"  &c.  **  There 
have  been  dodges  tried  to  make  a  losing  paper  pay/'  &c. 
It  is  for  you  to  judge  of  these  expressions,  how  far  they 
made  this  serious  imputation  upon  the  plaintiff *6  character. 
Then,  coming  to  the  next  head  of  libel— that  which  related 
to  the  proposal  to  subscribe  to  the  plaintiff's  newspaper—* 
it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  if  all  that  the  doctor  proposed  was 
that  persons  should  send  their  subscrii^tions  to  his  paper ; 
and  the  fair  mode  of  putting  it  is,  that  they  should  sup* 
poll  a  journal  which  would  stimulate  subscriptions  for  the 
missions.  It  would  be  absurd  for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  per- 
sons to  co-operate  in  the  work  of  missions  merely  by 
buying  copies  of  his  paper.  It  must  be  taken  as  his  mean- 
ing, and  the  meaning  of  the  subscribers,  that  these  letters 
were  intended  to  arouse  the  religious  world  to  a  sense 
of  their  duty  to  make  every  effort  to  support  missions. 
The  parties  interested  in  missions  might  very  fairly  believe 
that  an  appeal  to  the  public  on  the  subject  might  produce 
great  effects.  But  it  was  perfectly  lawful  for  a  public 
writer  to  say  that  it  was  an  idle  scheme,  and  that  it  was  a 
delusion  to  suppose  that  by  forcing  these  papers  into  cir* 
culation  by  free  distribution  the  great  cause  of  missions 
would  l>e  promoted,  and,  in  short,  to  denounce  the  whole 
scheme  as  pernicious  and  delusive.  And  if  you  think  that 
this  is  all  which  has  really  been  done  in  this  case,  then  it 
is  within  the  fair  and  legitimate  scope  of  criticism,  and  then 
you  ought  to*  find  your  verdict  for  the  defendant.  But 
the  question  is,  whether  the  writer  has  not  gone  beyond 
these  limits,  and  whether  he  has  not  gone  the  length  of 
imputing  to  Dr.  Campbell,  not  merely  that  he  has  proposed 
a  delusive  and  mischievous  scheme,  but  that  he  has  done 
so  with  the  sordid  motive  of  abusing  the  confidence  of  the 
public  on  subjects  the  most  holy  and  sacred,  and  for  the 
pitiful  purpose  of  increasing  the  subscriptions  to  his  news- 
paper.   If  you  think  that^  then  the  case  assumes  a  diflferent 
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character  (a).  It  is  said  that  the  circumstances  were 
such  as  not  only  to  entitle  the  writers  oF  the  Remew  to 
criticise  in  a  hostile  spirit  the  scheme  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
also  to  impute  to  him  sordid  and  base  motives  in  putting 
it  forward,  for  that  it  is  obvious  that  it  could  do  good  to 
nobody  but  the  proprietors  of  the  paper.  I  own,  however, 
that  my  view  of  the  law  does  not  accord  with  this.  A 
public  writer  is  fully  entitled  to  comment  upon  the  con- 
duct of  a  public  man,  and  this  was  a  public  matter  and  a 
fair  subject  of  comment.  But  it  cannot  be  said  that  be- 
cause a  man  is  a  public  man  a  public  writer  is  entitled  not 
only  to  pass  a  judgment  upon  his  conduct,  but  to  ascribe 
to  him  corrupt  and  dishonest  motives  (&)•  That,  in  my 
view,  is  not  the  law,  and  the  privilege  of  comment  does 
not  go  to  that  extent.  Take  the  case  of  a  statesman*. 
His  public  conduct  is  open  to  criticism  in  speeches  or  in 
writings.  But  has  anyone  a  right  to  say  that  he  has 
sold  himself,  or  that  he  has  been  inspired  by  base  and 
sordid  motives,  unless  prepared  to  justify  those  allega- 
tions as  true  ?  Take  the  case  of  a  general  in  command 
of  a  fortress,  who  has  surrendered  it  earlier  than  the 
necessity  of  the  case,  in  the  opinion  of  others,  required. 
His  conduct  in  so  doing  would  be  open  to  the  most  severe 
criticism,  but  would  there  be  a  right  to  say  that  he  had 
betrayed  the  fortress  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy  for  a 
corrupt  consideration  ?  Surely  not  (c).  Take  the  case  of 
a  treaty  concluded  by  a  statesman  with  a  foreign  power; 
suppose  its  terms  to  be  disastrous  to  the  country.  Its  terms 
would  be  open  to  the  most  severe  criticism  and  the  most 
righteous  condemnation;  but  would  there  be  a  right  to 
say  that  the  statesman  had  sold  his  country?      I  think 


(a)  Sapposing  such  to  be,  obvi- 
ously, the  only  effect,  how  would 
that  differ  from  its  being  the  ol^ct  1 

(b)  That,  it  is  submitted,  was 
not  the  question ;  but  whether 
inferences  of  fact  might  not  be 
drawn,   honestly,  though  errone- 


ously, from  the  admitted  effect  of 
the  proposals ;  vide  supra^  et  po$i, 
(r)  But  suppose  he  publishes  his 
correspondence,  whence  inferences 
of  fact  are  drawn,  not  unfeirly, 
though  erroneously?  Would  not 
that  be  "  fair  comment!" 
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not.  At  the  same  time  I  feel  the  great  importance  of  the 
question.  No  doubt  the  liberty  of  the  press  is  of  rery  vast 
importance,  and  the  privilege  of  commenting  on  the  public 
conduct  of  public  men  cannot  be  too  highly  appreciated ; 
and  if  you  see  your  way  to  the  conclusion  that  the  writer 
here  had  a  sincere  belief  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  invita- 
tions to  the  public  to  subscribe,  was  actuated  by  a  desire, 
not  to  promote  the  cause  of  Christianity,  but  his  own 
sordid  interests,  although  I  should  still  say  that  it  is  not  a 
ground  on  which  you  could  find  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, yet  you  may  find  that  matter  specially  in  his  favour; 
for  it  is  a  question  of  such  great  importance  that,  although 
my  own  opinion  upon  it  is  clear,  still,  as  it  is  now  for  the 
first  time  raised  in  a  Court  of  Justice,  I  will  give  the  de- 
fendant leave  to  raise  it  in  the  full  Court,  by  moving  to  enter 
the  verdict  for  him  upon  the  matter  so  found  in  his  favour, 
should  your  finding  be  such  as  thus  to  raise  the  question. 
Even,  however,  although  your  verdict  should  be  for  the 
plaintiff,  yet,  when  you  come  to  consider  the  question  of 
damages,  you  must  take  into  account  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  (a).  And  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  means 
proposed  by  the  plaintiff  to  carry  out  his  ends  should  have 
been  of  a  somewhat  doublful  character.  It  certainly  does 
at  first  sight  seem  to  be  so  when  a  man  says, ''  Here  is  a 
great  work — a  work  in  which  all  Christians  should  unite." 
And  how  is  it  to  be  accomplished  ?  "  Subscribe  to  my 
newspaper."  It  does  sound  odd,  and  provokes  the  sug- 
gestion that  it  is  not  so  much  the  interests  of  religion 
which  the  man  has  in  his  mind  as  the  promotion  of  the 
circulation  of  his  own  paper.  And  when  a  person  not 
imbued  with  his  religious  views  comments  upon  the  case 
it  might  easily  suggest  itself  to  his  mind  in  that  point  of 
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(a)  What  follows,  as  the  direc- 
tioQ  as  to  damaget  would,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, have  been  a  correct  direc- 
tion as  to  the  law,  and  gives  the 

VOL.  III.  H  H 


strongest  grounds  for  such  a  direc- 
tion, as  showing  that  the  inferences 
were  not  nnfair. 
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t. 
Spottii. 

WOODS. 


view.  You  may  think  that  there  was  no  gronnd  for  it^ 
but  still,  if  it  might  paturally  suggest  itself  to  the  mtiid, 
you  must  make  some  allowance  for  the  position  of  the 
writer,  who  may  have  been  influenced  by  a  sense  of  public 
duty;  for  I  cannot  help  saying  that  I  think  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintifl*  went  too  far  when  he  stated  that  the 
object  of  the  article  was  to  injure  and  crush  the  plaintiff. 
There,  then,  was  a  strong  spirit  of  antagonism  naturally 
aroused  by  these  very  conflicting  views  on  a  matter  con- 
nected with  religious  opinions,  and  the  writer  in  the  He- 
view,  no  doubt,  sat  down  to  attack  the  plaintiff,  not  as  the 
individual,  but  as  the  journalist,  and  as  an  upholder  of 
particular  views.  And  if  he  has,  in  doing  what  he  might 
conceive  to  be  his  duty,  unjustly  aspersed  the  plaintiff,  we 
must  still  look  at  the  matter  as  one  arising  out  of  a  public 
controversy,  and  not  as  one  in  which  there  was  any  inten- 
tion to  wound  and  injure  the  plaintiff  (a). 

If  you  think  that  the  only  effect  of  the  article  was  fairly 
to  discuss  the  proposal  of  the  plaintiff,  then  find  for  the  de- 
fendant. If  you  think  that  the  effect  is  to  impute  base  and 
sordid  motives,  then  your  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff. If,  at  the  same  time,  you  are  of  opinion  that  the 
writer  did  so  under  an  honest  and  genuine  belief  that  the 
plaintiff  was  fairly  open  to  these  charges,  I  invite  you, 
while  you  find  your  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  with  sucb 
damages  as  you  think  proper,  to  find  that  matter  of  fact 
specially,  and  I  shall,  in  that  event,  reserve  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  matter  of  fact  so 
found  in  his  favour  entitles  him  to  the  verdict 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  60/.,  the  jury 
finding,  specially,  "  that  the  writer  in  the 
Saturday  Review  believed  his  imputations 
to  be  well  founded  "(6). 


{a)   Vide  ante,  p.  433  {a). 
(6)  That  is,  as  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  bis  actual  belief  (and,  in 


an  action  against  the  printer,  focfa 
evidence  of  coune  would  have  been 
irrelevant),   the  juiy  must  have 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


436 


meant,  that  the  plaintlfTs  publica- 
tions  were  such  as  would  naturally, 
although  (as  it  must  also  be  taken 
that  they  conceived)  erroneously, 
lead  to  such  a  belief;  et  vide  ante, 
p.  433  (a).  This,  whether  or 
not  warranted  by  the  evidence, 
clearly  amounted  to  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  unless  a  public 
writer,  commenting  on  the  plain- 
tiff's  own  publications,   must  al- 


ways be  liable  for  criminatory  in- 
ferences, however  natural  and  rea- 
sonable, if  they  are  untrue.  But 
this,  it  is  conceived,  cannot  be  law, 
because  it  is  not  consistent  with  the 
authorities,  nor  with  legal  princi- 
ple, and  would  reduce  the  right  of 
fair  comment  to  a  mere  name.  See 
the  case  in  banc.  The  point  could 
not  arise  in  banc. 
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London  Sittingt, 
ESCOMBE   AND  ANOTHER  V.   JARVIS.  ^Itmr* 

Declaration,  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  In  an  acrion 
the  defendant,  had  agreed  to  buy  of  the  defendant,  and  the  to  sell  to  and 
defendant  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs  divers  casks  of  ale,  account  of  the" 
to  be  Bass's  ale,  and  to  be  in  a  fit  and  proper  condition  to  plaintiff*  \ 

'^     ^  quantity  of 

be  bottled,  corked  and  packed  and  put  up,  and  be  reason-  beer,  to  a  firm 
ably  fit  and  in  a  proper  condition  for  the  purpose,  as  the  for  mU  o*if  his 
defendant  well  knew,  of  being  shipped,  and  to  be  by  the  de-  on*^an"ane"ed 
fendant  shipped  for  the  plaintiffs  to  Bombay.  undertaking 

_  ,         ,         1        1    H      .  1      1   /.     1      *  1    ••  1  that  it  should 

Breach  :  that  the  defendant  made  default,  &c.,  and  did  be  in  a  fit  con- 
not  ship  Bass's  ale  as  agreed,  but  only  a  portion  of  the  said  j^"'®".  ^l^^' 
shipment  was  of  Bass's  ale,  and  a  great  portion  thereof  was  P^^®^.'**?^ 
ale  of  a  different  and  inferior  quality  and  description ;  and  was  ware. 
the  ale  shipped  by  the  defendant  was  not  in  a  fit  and  in  bad  condi- 
proper  condition  to  be  shipped,  as  agreed,  and  the  defend-  ippjar^d^hat 
ant  so  carelessly  and  negligently  and  improperly  in  that  through  the  de- 
behalf  bottled,  corked,  packed  and  put  up  the  same ;  that  plaintiff  in  not 
by  reason  of  the  said  unfit  and  improper  condition  thereof  Bombay  firm 
for  such  shipment,  and  by  reason  of  the  careless,  neg-  o/thecon- 
ligent  and  improper  manner  of  bottling  and  corking  and  beer  had  lain 

for  six  weeks 
packing  and  putting  up  the  same,  a  great  portion  of  the  unwarehoused, 

ale  became  and  was  greatly  spoiled  and  damaged,  and  lost  J,"  \he  quayr 
and  destroyed,  and  of  no  value  (a).     And  by  reason  of  the  *"«>  that  this 

would  amply 
(a)  Neither  in  pleading  nor  in      how  much,  if  any,  of  the  damage  account  for  its 
proof  was  it  clearly  distinguished      was  to  be  ascribed  to  the  bad  qualify  jj^^^  ^Y^^^ 

there  was  no 
evidence  of  a  cause  of  action,  either  for  breach  of  contract  or  negligence. 

H  H   2 
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1862.        said  several  breaches  the  plaintiffs  lost  the  expenses  which 
^^^^      they  had  been  put  to  and  incurred  in  purchasing  and 
and  Another    shipping  the  same,  &c. 

Plea :  that  the  defendant  did  not  break  the  said  agree- 
ment 

Macaulay^  Massy  Dawson,  and  John  Simcm^  for  the 

plaintiflls. 

Bovill,  Forsyth,  and  Hannen,  for  the  defendant 

On  the  5th  April,  1860,  the  plaintiffs  desired  the  defend- 
ant to  ship  for  them  300  casks  of  Bass's  beer  to  Bombay 
on  their  account,  and  as  he  had  not  so  much  of  Bass's 
beer  in  stock,  they  desired  him  to  ship  as  much  as  be 
could.  The  beer  was  in  casks  and  he  was  to  bottle,  pack, 
and  ship  it  to  the  house  of  Ewart  &  Co.,  at  Bombay.  He 
sent  the  invoice  to  the  plaintiffs  next  day  and  the  shipment 
was  completed.  The  amount  of  the  invoice  was  47Uy 
which  was  paid,  and  the  freight  was  13 IZ.,  which,  with  in- 
surance and  other  charges  came  to  612Z.  The  plaintiffs 
sent  the  invoice  to  Ewart,  Arbuthnot  ta  Co.,  of  Liverpool, 
who  corresponded  with  Ewart  k  Co.,  of  Bombay,  but  there 
was  no  direct  notice  to  the  latter  firm  of  the  consign- 
ment (a). 

On  the  11th  July,  1860,  the  cargo  arrived  at  Bombay, 
and  the  beer  remained  on  board  or  on  the  quays  while  the 
rest  of  the  cargo  was  being  landed.  It  was  not  until  the 
middle  of  August  that  the  beer  was  heard  of  by  Ewart  k 
Co.,  and  warehoused  for  sale ;  and  during  the  interval  of 


or  condition  of  the  beer,  vhich 
would  be  a  breach  of  contract  (as 
to  which  contributory  negligence 
would  of  course  be  no  defence), 
and  how  much  to  the  careless 
way  in  which  the  beer  was  bottled 
or  put  up  for  shipment,  which 
would  be  partly,  at  all  events,  in 
Ihe  nature  of  an  action  for  negli- 


gence, as  to  which  eontributoiy 
negligence  would  be  a  defence. 
But,  in  point  of  fact,  it  turned  out, 
not  by  way  of  contributory  negU* 
gence,  Sut  by  way  of  failure  of  eri- 
dence,  that  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  breach  of  contract  at  all. 

(a)  See  Moulder  ▼.  The  Sietm 
Navigation  Companjf^  ante,  p.  170. 
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six  weeks  the  beer  remained  un warehoused,  and  was  roll-        1862. 
ing  about  on  board  or  on  the  quays.  v^^ 

On  the  22nd  August,  1860,  Ewart  k  Co.  sold  the  beer  and  Another 
and  sent  home  to  the  plaintifTs  account  sales,  which  only  Jarvis. 
amounted  to  197/,  They  accounted  for  this  by  the  bad 
condition  of  the  beer,  which  they  said  had  burst  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  bottles,  many  also  having  got  broken,  and  so 
much  of  the  beer  as  remained  was  out  of  condition  and  did 
not  realize  half  the  usual  price ;  and  they  complained  of 
not  having  been  advised  of  the  shipment. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  a  return  of  the  price  paid  (less  the 
sum  received  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sales),  or  the  amount 
at  the  market  price  of  the  day,  less  the  same  sum. 

Bovill  called  the  defendant  to  deny  any  warranty  or  un- 
dertaking as  to  the  condition  of  the  beer,  but  contended 
that  there  was  no  proof  that  there  had  been  any  breach  of 
contract,  even  assuming  it  to  have  been  as  stated  in  the 
declaration  ;  and  he  elicited,  that  the  beer  had  remained  six 
weeks  unwarehoused  as  already  mentioned,  and  that  beer 
shipped  in  the  best  possible  condition  would  not  stand  the 
heat  when  thus  exposed  to  it,  and  required  to  be  at  once 
landed  and  warehoused  as  soon  as  it  arrived.     Upon  this, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  interposed,  and  observed  that  it  was 
diflScuIt  to  see  how  after  that  evidence  the  action  could  on 
any  ground  be  maintained,  as  there  was  no  evidence  to  ac- 
count for  that  period  of  six  weeks,  and  no  evidence  to 
show  that  the  beer  was  not  in  the  best  condition  when  it 
arrived,  but  only  that  after  that  period  it  was  in  bad  con- 
dition after  it  had  remained  so  long  exposed,  which  was 
what  might  naturally  be  expected  (a). 

(a)  Where  there  is  no  evidence  facie  evidence  to  fix  the  shipowner, 

that  there  has  been  any  fault  or  the  shipper,  or  the  carrier;     see 

defanlton  the  part  of  the  consignor,  Webb  v.  Page,  6  M.  &  G.  196; 

the  fact  that  the  goods  were  ship*  Higginbotbam  v.  Tke  Great  North'- 

pcd  or  tent  in  good  condition,  and  em  Railway  Company^  2  Post.  & 

were  in  had  condition  when  they  Fin.  796.     But   here  there  was 

arrived,  would  be  suflScient  prim&  positive  evidence  of  a  default  on 
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:Ki.  Ti*t    trr  »rrs«:  cc  i»  «»,  lad  ] 

t, 

r^  vsvr.  «iy.-i  zuirii  aceiyi^t  fv      ^imm.  if  iW  i 


j#i'«.y.^  KER  V.  BULLARD  asd  asothcb. 

Ad*ir.vri^T.  DeCLARATIOX.  on  a   bill   of  exdunge  far  l^OOOt, 
dat/HJ  12th  DecexLibery  1861,  drawn  by  J.  Licr  oo  Farter, 

1'/^^.  ^^y  ^  ^''  p^y^ble  to  the  defendants  seren  daji  afier 

^  u:;^  tiiLie  date,  and  by  them  indorsed  to  the  phintiC 

tAuil'TT-Ub  1^1^ '  ^<"^^  ^'^  >  that  the  defendants  indorsed  the  bill 

t>^  k.v^/jbt  JQ  |^|j,f,]|.  fQf  ^^  accooimodation  of  Lacv,  who  deUvcred  it 


Cf*<.V.»f  \\J. 

ax  ^OiiL'ji'.t  »t 


U^  |/ki'j;_  t4;>  the  plaintiflfas  a  security  for  the  sum  of  50(M.  lent  by 

Mti'y^.  v#r«'  him  to  Lacy,  who  had  afterwards  repaid  that  aaount,  and 

Tu.^ii]^"^/t!*iht  ^^^^  there  was  no  other  consideration. 
tiller  ^U>  There  was  also  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff,  witboat  the 

cofn.uut6  assent  of  the  defendants,  had  agreed  to  gire  time  to  Luy 

fur  Urj(<^^  to  p^y  ^y  instalments.     Issue. 

Amotjrjt— 'hat  VII  in  «^i         «••«• 

the  <|ue»t'K>n  Aarsiake  and  Barnard  for  the  plamtin. 

waft,  whether       .     ^^  .  »  ji        ■ 

the  hiii  ha/J  Honyman  (with  hiro  ZtuA  and  Murphy)  were  for  the 

^K^  defendants. 

•urri'which  '  Foster,  Lacy  k  Co.  were  insurance  brokers,  and  the 

^V^Lln^'  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of  making  them  advances  upon 

(fi¥«rig«ierally  the  Security  of  their  bills,  which  he  held  to  the  amount  of 

OD  account.         _  ^  ,  ^ ,  , 

17,000/. 

The  case  for  the  defence  was,  that  on  the  I3lh  Decem- 
ber, 1861,  John  Lacy  took  the  bill  in  question  to  the  de- 
fendants and  asked  them  to  put  their  names  on  it  for  bis 
accommodation  that  he  might  get  it  discounted,  and  that 
he  got  an  advance  of  500/.,  and  gave  at  the  same  time  his 
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post-dated  cheque  for  660/.  (dated  16th  December,  1861), 
the  60/.  being  for  interest 

John  Lacy  was  called  to  prove  this  defence,  and  that  the 
cheque  was  paid.  But  on  cross-examination  admitted  that 
he  had  1,200/.  from  the  plaintiff  on  the  same  day,  and 
next  day  2,000/.  more,  for  which,  however,  he  said  the 
plaintiff  had  bills  to  a  much  larger  amount  as  security. 
He  believed  that  he  had  not  had  more  than  600/.  on  this 
particular  bill,  but  he  admitted  that  he  had  never  asked  for 
the  bill  back  again. 

The  plaintifT  was  called  and  stated  that  on  the  16th 
December,  1861,  John  Lacy  came  to  him  for  an  advance, 
then  owing  him  3,600/.,  that  he  refused  to  make  any 
further  advance  without  security,  and  that  then  the  bill  was 
given  generally  on  account,  and  not  for  a  specific  advance 
of  600/.  The  cheque,  he  said,  was  not  post-dated,  but 
was  given  afterwards  on  the  day  it  bore  date,  and  before 
the  bill  was  given,  generally  on  account,  and  not  in  repay- 
ment of  the  particular  advance.  On  the  26th  December, 
he  had  advanced  to  Lacy  610/.  more  without  any  further 
security  at  that  time.  Between  that  time  and  the  failure 
of  Lacy's  firm  in  February,  there  were  other  advances  and 
other  securities,  and  they  then  owed  him  3,600/. 

Id  March,  1862,  the  defendants  were  privy  to  an 
arrangement  with  Lacy's  liquidators  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
1,0002.  a  month,  and  this  bill  was  set  down  for  liquidation 
among  others. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocRBURV,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — As  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  case,  the  arrangement  with  the  drawers,  if  it  was  with 
defendants'  knowledge  and  assent,  they  would  still  be 
liable. 

As  to  the  other  defence  the  question  is,  whether  the  bill 
was  deposited  on  a  specific  advance  of  600/.,  or  was  it 
given  generally  on  account?    That  it  should  have  been 
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1862.        drawn  at  seven  days  is  strong  to  support  the  former  view ; 
^        that  it  should  never  have  been  demanded  back  is  strong 
to  support  the  other  view  ;  but  that  is  the  question  for  you ; 


Ker 

V. 

and  Another.  ^^^  ^^  Y^^  ^^^  satisfied  that  the  bill  was  given  generally  on 
account,  6nd  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


(a)  Had  the  defendants  brought 
trover  for  the  bill,  the  question 
would  have  been  in  substance  the 
same;  and,  of  course,  the  plaintiflT 
could  not  have  set  off  his  debt. 
Had  he  indorsed  over  the  bill,  and 
had  the  defendants  been  forced  to 
pay  it,  and  then  sued  the  now 
plain tiflf  for  money  paid  (Bleaden 
V.  Charlei,  7  Bing.  246 ;  Asptey  v. 
Levy,  16  M.  &  W.  851 ),  the  latter 
ipight  have  set  off  his  debt;  an  ap- 


parent inconsistency,  arising  from 
the  effect  of  the  sUtutet  of  lel-ofi; 
but  no  real  legal  inconsbtency ;  for 
the  question  in  one  action  would  be 
debt,  and  in  the  other  prcper^y;  and 
an  action  of  trover  against  a  perMm 
claiming  as  indorsee,  and  an  action 
by  the  person  so  churning  as  indorsee 
on  the  bill,  raise  in  this  respect  the 
same  question,  viz.,  his  right  to  re- 
tain the  bill  as  holder;  Fancowi 
v.  Bull,  1  B.  N.  C.  681. 


LondonSiiiingi.  FOWKES  AND  ANOTHER  V.  THE  MANCHESTER  AND 
Michaeimoi  '  LONDON  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

Term.  .^ 

A  person  pro-    JJeCLARATION,  by  executors  of  one  Henry  Fowkes, 

posing  to  m-  , .  _  i  i      i  .  •  i      i       i   /•      i  «  • 

' '  '"        on  a  policy  effected  by  him  with  the  defendants  on  his  own 


sure  his  life 
was  asked, 
•*  Have  you 
ever  been 
afflicted  with 
gout?"  and 
answered, 
**  No  ;•'  and 
being  asked, 
"  Has  your 
life  been  pro- 
posed at  any 
other  office, 

and  if  so,  has  it  been  accepted,  and  at  what  rate  ?"  answered,  "  ft  has  been  propoaed  and  ac- 
cepted at. the  ordinary  rate."  It  appeared  that  it  had  been  proposed  at  one  office  and 
declined,  and  at  another  office,  where  he  had  been  examined  and  approved  by  the  medical 
man,  but  nothing  further  had  been  done.  And  it  also  appeared  that  before  the  proposal  be 
had  had  a  slight  attack  of  suppressed  gout : — Held,  that  this  answer  was  not  untrue  if  he  had 
not  been  sensibly  afflicted  with  gout,  but  merely  had  some  symptoms  which  a  medical  maa 
could  detect  as  denoting  the  presence  of  gout  in  the  system :  but  sembifi,  that  th»  other 
answer  was  untrue,  or  at  all  events  was  a  suppression  of  a  material  fact. 


life,  in  May,  I860. 

Plea :  that  the  policy  was  effected  by  the  testator  on  the 
basis  of  a  certain  proposal,  and  on  condition  that  his 
answers  to  certain  questions  should  be  true. 

Averment:  that  divers  of  his  answers  were  Idesiffnedfy] 
untrue.     Issue. 


SITTINGS—QUEEN'S  BENCH.  441 

2.  A  similar  plea,  but  omitting  the  word  *'  designedly.'*        1862. 
Demurrer  and  issue  (a).  ^^ 

,  .  FOWKEI 

3.  That  the  testator  .fraudulently  obtained  and  induced    and  Another 
the  defendants  to  execute  the  policy.     Issue.  the  11^,^. 

4.  That  he,  by  means  of  the  suppression  of  a  material  ^™^^^J^^ 
fact  which  the  defendants  ought  to  have  been  informed  of,      Life  1m- 
as  he  well  knew,  caused   them   to  execute   the  policy. 

Issue. 

Huddleston,  Ktxrslake,  and  Prentice,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  Mellish,  and  T.  Jones,  for  the  defendants. 

The  poh'cy  was  effected  by  Fowkes  in  I860.  He  was 
then  forty-nine  years  of  age,  and  the  printed  proposal  con- 
tained the  following  questions,  which  he  filled  in  with  an- 
swers, as  follow : — 

Q.  Have  you  ever  been  afflicted  with  gout? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Has  the  life  been  offered  at  any  other  office,  and  if 
so,  has  it  been  accepted,  and  at  what  rates  ? 

A,  It  has  been  offered  and  accepted  at  the  ordinary 
rate. 

These  were  the  answers  relied  upon  as  untrue ;  and 

Shee,  Serjt.,  opening  the  case  for  the  defendants  (who 
began)  said^  he  should  prove  that  both  the  testator's 
answers  were  false ;  and  he  thought  he  should  also  prove 
that  they  were  false  to  his  knowledge. 

As  to  the  first  answer,  a  surgeon,  who  had  attended  the 
deceased,  was  called  to  prove  that,  in  1858,  he  had  attended 
him  for  ^'suppressed  gout,*'  for  which  he  gave  him  me- 
dicines to  draw  it  out,  and  which  he  so  far  succeeded  in 
doing;  that  the  disease  showed  itself  in  redness  and 
tenderness  in  the  great  toe.  He  admitted,  however,  that  it 
was  a  '*  very  slight  attack,"  and  could  not  undertake  to 
state  that  he  had  told  the  patient  what  it  was.  He  stated, 
however,  that  in  March,  1860  (before  the  policy),  he  at- 

(a)  Vide  ^.  U^,  pott. 
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1882.        tended  the  testator  again  for  the  same  diaeaae,  and  treated 
him  for  it,  and  that  afterwards,  in  Jane  in  the  same  year. 


he  died  of  that  disease ;  the  last  attack  being  in  **  an  ag- 
Tac  M A*,     grarated  form  of  suppressed  gont,^  and  lasting  only  four 
*"lp»iIoii"*  ^*y*'     H*  described  the  symptoms,  one  of  which  was  a 
^"*  '"i     spitting  of  blood.    There  was,  however,  no  clear  or  posi- 
tive eridence  that  the  deceased  Aaev  he  had  the  gopt* 

The  widow  was  called,  and  described  her  husband  as 
temperate  and  healthy,  and  declared  she  did  not  know  be 
had  the  gout,  though  she  admitted  that  his  toe  was  in- 
flamed and  he  could  not  wear  his  ordinary  shoes.  She 
stated  that  he  died  of  the  rupture  of  a  blood  vesseL 

Several  relatives  and  friends  of  the  deceased  described 
him  as  temperate,  and  declared  that  they  never  knew  or 
beard  of  his  liaving  the  gout. 

Huddleston  for  the  plaintiffs. — Upon  this  evidence  sub- 
mitted, that  It  did  not  appear  that  the  deceased  had  been 
*^  afflicted  with  gout,"  which  were  stronger  words  than 
"  subject  to,"  the  words  in  Chatiock  v.  8haw{a\  and  im- 
plied some  sensible  a£Biction,  or,  at  all  events,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  deceased  knew  that  he  was  af- 
flicted with  gout. 

As  to  the  second  answer,  it  was  proved  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  that,  in  1848,  the  deceased  had  proposed 
his  life  at  a  certain  office  and  had  been  declined ;  but  it 
was  also  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  he  had 
proposed  to  a  third  office,  and  that  he  had  been  examined 
by  one  of  their  medical  officers  (although  it  did  not  clearly 
appear  whether  this  was  not  as  a  volunteer),  and  pro- 
nounced by  him  to  be  a  fair  insurable  life.     Upon  this, 

Huddleston^  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  answer 
was  true,  because  it  was  the  fact  that  the  testator  had 
proposed  his  life,  and  that  it  had  been  accepted ;  and 

SheCj  Serjt,  for  the   defendants,  contended,  that  the 
(a)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  498. 
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answer  was  false;  first,  because  it  was  not  true  that  the  1862. 

life  had  been  accepted  by  the  office ;  and  next,  because,  ^  " 

even  if  it  had,  it  was  not  so  true  that  it  had  been  .declined  and  Another 

at  another  office,  and  this  fact  was  suppressed  (a).  thb  Man- 

In  the  course  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs,  ^^h^iioT^ 

SheCf  Serjt.,  cross-examined  one  of  the  medical  men  iubamobGo.; 
who  was  called  to  prove  that  he  had  examined  the  de- 
ceased, and  pronounced  his  life  fairly  insurable,  and  asked 
him  whether  he  had  not  stated  to  two  persons  at  the  office 
of  the  defendants  afterwards,  that  the  life  was  a  bad  one, 
and  on  his  denying  it,  proposed  to  call  them  to  prove  it. 

Huddleston  objected,  that  this  was  collateral;  but 

CocKBURK,  C.  J.,  said  it  was  not  so,  because  it  went  to 
show  that  his  evidence  to*day  was  false  on  the  main 
issue  (&). 

The  witnesses  were  accordingly  called,  and  swore  that 
the  witness  had  so  stated  to  them. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — First,  were  the  answers 
of  the  testator,  or  either  of  them,  untrue?  Next,  if  so, 
were  they,  or  either  of  them,  untrue  to  his  knowledge  ? 

As  to  the  first  answer,  to  the  question  whether  he  had 
ever  been  afflicted  with  gout  ?  no  doubt  it  must  be  con- 
sidered with  some  reasonable  latitude,  and  the  answer 
would  not  be  false,  merely  because  he  had  some  symptoms 
which  an  experienced  medical  man  might  see  indicated  the 
presence  of  gout  in  the  system.  You  will  probably  con- 
sider whether  there  was  gout  in  a  sensible  appreciable 


(a)    Fi(/«afi«<;,  pp.  441,444. 

(6)  See  M'Kewan  ▼.  Thornton,  2 
F.  &  F.  594,  a  very  similar  ruling, 
per  Williams,  J.  See  also  a  similar 
course  taken,  per  Byles,  J.,  in  a 
Crown  case;  Rfgina  v.  Dennis, 
p<nt.    It  is  conceived  that  the  true 


rule,  which  is  one  only  of  proce- 
dure, is,  that  nothing  is  to  be  ex- 
cluded as  "collateral"  which  the 
Judge  deems  to  be  material  as  to 
the  decision  of  the  question  at 
issue.  That,  itself,  is  a  collateral 
question  for  him  to  decide. 
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1862.        form,  and  id  considering  that  qDestion  yoa  will  bear  in 

^'  mind  that  the  medical  man  himself  described  the  only 

Fovsct  ^ 

and  Aoothcr    fttack  nhich  preceded  the  policy,  as  the  sligfatesl  possible 
The  May-     case  of  gout,  and  that  there  is  no  positiTe  eridenoe  that  the 
*"u.7ii"*  deceased  knew  that  he  had  gont. 
Life  Is-  As  to  the  Other  answer,  it  is  said,  on  the  part  of  the 

plaintjfis,  that  the  deceased  bad  been  proposed  at  two 
other  offices,  and  had  been  accepted  at  one  and  declined 
at  the  other.  Even  if  this  were  so,  however,  did  the  de- 
ceased answer  truly,  in  stating  simply  that  he  had  been  ac- 
cepted ?  Was  the  question  asked  him  answered  fairly  and 
fully,  according  to  its  obTious  meaning  and  effect  ?  I  rather 
think  not,  but  that  is  for  you.  Is  it,  however,  the  (act  that 
he  had  been  accepted  at  either  office  ?  The  office  had  not 
accepted  him ;  all  that  appears  is,  that  one  of  their  me- 
dical officers  had  examined  him  and  pronounced  his  life 
fairly  insurable.  The  answer  appears  to  imply  that  he 
had  been  accepted  by  the  office^  for  that  is  the  obvioas 
meaning  of  the  question.    That,  however,  is  for  yoa. 

The  jury  found  that  the  deceased  had  mat  been  ''af- 
flicted with  gout"  at  the  time  of  the  proposal ;  and  that 
his  answer  to  the  other  question  was  untrue,  but  not  de- 
signedly so. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  Subject  to  leare   to  more ;  the  mit-itateiiients  mutt  be  wDfiil 

bot  the  caie  was  not  mcyved.  There  to  Titimte  the  policj.     Judgment, 

wai,  howerer,  a  demurrer  aigued  therefore,  for  the^Umiif, 
in  £.  T.,  oo  which  it  was  hdd,  that 
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1863. 

HURRELL  V.   BULLARD  and  ANOTHBR.  London Sittingt. 

jL  Hilary  Term. 

-AUCTION  by  shipowner  against  agents,  for  breach  of  on  the  employ- 
duty  in  not  duly  insuring  a  vessel  of  the  plaintiff.  mCTcamiU  w 

The  declaration  in  the  first  count  stated,  that  the  plain-  commercial 

._,  -  1         It    1        mi       ikT      1     M       •  1    agent,  it  is  for 

tiff  was   owner  of  a  vessel   called  ''The  Nettle,     with  the  jury,  in  the 

the  tackle  and  other  furniture  and  appurtenances  thereof,  ^gpj^^^^lu^^ 

which  was  abouUto  sail  on  a  certain  voyage,  to  wit,  from  denceof  the 

''    ^  '  ^  nature  of  his 

London  to  Malaga,  and  thence  to  a  port  or  ports  in  the  duties  on  such 

United   Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  the  tojudg^^from 

plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  retained  and  £,"J^i*J3i" 

employed  the  defendants  for  reward  to  them  in  that  be-  ''hat  those  du- 

,  ties  are ;  and 

half,  to  cause  to  be  made  according  to  the  custom  of  .mer-  thus  on  the 

chant  insurance  upon  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  an  m^rance^ 

appurtenances,  and   to  cause  a  policy  or  policies  of  insur-  "gent  to  effect 
•  "^  '  ^        i^  r  an  insurance, 

ance  to  be  made  and  underwritten  thereon  (a)  for  the  said  or  get  it  ef- 

▼oyage,  from  and  against  perils  of  the  seas  and  other  risks  the  jury,  in  the 

usually  borne  and  taken  upon  themselves  in  marine  policies  expreMcvi*"^ 

of  insurance  by  underwriters  and  insurers,  and  upon  the  dence,  to  judge 
;  ,.  .  _  .       ,  whether  he  waa 

usual  terms  and  conditions  of  marine  insurance,  m  the  sum  employed  to 

of  250/.,  the  defendants  accepted  and  entered  upon  such  fnce  effected^ 

retainer   and    employment,  and  -the   plaintiff  then    and  ©r  only  to  place 
'^    f  * ,  the  business  m 

thence,  until  at  the  time  of  the  loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  hands  of 

was  interested  in  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  ap-  effect  it;  and 

purtenances  to  the  said  amount  of  260/.,  and  although  a  ^w^M^ible  for 

reasonable  time  in  that  behalf,  afterwards  and  before  this  their  neglect 

or  default,  es- 

action  and  before  the  loss  of  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  fur-  pecially  in  not 
niture  and  appurtenances  hereinafter  mentioned  elapsed,  fccted^wUhre- 
and  all  conditions  were  performed  and  everything  hap-  »po'»"W«>>\- 
pened   necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  npt  informing 
action  for  the  breach  next  hereinafter  alleged,  yet  defend-  the  insured, ' 

who  they  are, 
in  order  to  en- 
(a)  This  count  related  only  to  effecting  the  policy.  able  him  to  sue 

them.     It  is 
matter  of  law 

that  the  agent  is  only  bound  to  use  due  care  and  do  what  is  usual,  but  it  is  matter  for  the  jury 

what  this  duty  involves,  or  whether  there  has  been  a  breach  of  it 
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ants  did  not  nor  would,  within  sacb  reasonable  time  as 
aforesaid  or  at  any  other  time,  cause  to  be  made, according 
to  the  custom  of  merchants,  an  insurance  upon  the  said 
vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appurtenances  or  any  of  tbemi 
and  did  not  nor  would  cause  to  be  made  or  underwritten 
thereon  any  such  policy  or  policies  as  aforesaid  for  the  said 
voyage,  from  and  against  such  perils  and  other  risks  as 
aforesaid,  and  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  and  in  such 
amounts  as  aforesaid  or  otherwise  howsoever.  And  the 
defendants  in  breach  of  their  duty  in  that  behalf  wholly 
neglected  and  neglected  so  to  do,  and  the  plaintiff  wholly 
confiding  in  the  said  retainer  and  employment  so  given  to 
and  accepted  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  suffered  and 
permitted  the  said  vessel  with  the  said  tackle,  furniture 
and  appurtenances  to  proceed,  and  the  same  did  proceed 
on  her  said  voyage,  and  afterwards,  and  after  the  breach 
of  duty  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid  and  whilst  the  said 
vessel  was  proceeding  on  her  said  voyage,  the  said  vessel 
with  the  said  tackle,  furniture  and  appurtenances  was,  by 
such  the  perils  of  the  seas  as  aforesaid,  broken  to  pieces  and 
sunk  and  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff 
thereby  lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  said  sum  of  2502.  so 
to  have  been  insured  in  respect  thereof  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  loss  being  by  and  through  one  of  the  perils  from  and 
against  which  the  defendants  ought  to  have  caused  insur« 
ance  to  be  made,  and  a  policy  or  policies  of  insurance  to 
be  made  and  underwritten  as  aforesaid,  whereby,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  neglect  and  breach  of  duty  by  the  de- 
fendants, the  plaintiff  has  wholly  lost  and  been  deprived 
of  the  monies  and  indemnity  he  might  and  would  otherwise 
have  procured  and  recovered. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  owner  of  a  vessel  called  ''The 
Nettle,"  with  the  tackle  and  other  furniture  and  appurte- 
nances thereof,  which  was  about  to  sail  on  a  certain  voy- 
age, to  wit,  from  London  to  Malaga,  and  thence  to  a  port  or 
ports  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 
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and  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  retained  ^^^' 
and  employed  as  defendants  for  reward  to  them  in  that  b&-  huhrkli. 
half  to  effect  a  good  and  available  insurance  (a)  upon  the  ^  ^* 
said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appurtenances  for  the  said  and  AooUier. 
voyage  from  and  against  perils  of  the  seas  and  other  risks 
usually  borne  and  taken  upon  themselves  in  marine  policies 
of  insurance  by  underwriters  and  insurers  to  the  amount  of 
250/.,  upon  the  terms  that  the  defendants  should  use  due 
and  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  and  about  effecting 
the  said  insurance  in  an  available  manner,  and  in  causing 
the  said  policy  or  policies  to  be  underwritten  by  sufficient 
and  responsible  underwriters,  and  should  do  all  such 
things  as  were  then  usually  done  by  insurance  brokers  re- 
tained and  employed  in  such  manner  and  for  such  purposes 
as  aforesaid  (i),  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  pay- 
ment of  the  monies  which  might  become  due  in  the  event 
of  the  loss  of  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appur-  . 
tenances  or  any  part  thereof  by  any  one  of  the  perils  so  to 
be  insured  against  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  defendants  then 
accepted  and  entered  upon  such  retainer  and  employment 
upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiff  then  and  there 
until  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  hereinafter  mentioned  was 
interested  in  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appur- 
tenances to  the  said  amount  of  250/. ;  and  although  a 
reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  afterwards  and  before  this 
action  and  before  the  loss  of  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furni- 
ture and  appurtenances  hereinafter  mentioned  elapsed,  and 
all  conditions  were  performed  and  everything  happened 
necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  for 
the  breaches  hereinafter  alleged,  yet  the  defendants  did  not 
nor  would  use  due  and  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  and 
about  effecting  such  insurance  as  aforesaid  in  an  available 

(a)  This  came  a  little  nearer  to  (b)  This  was  the  real  point,  as  it 

the  real  point,  but  still  related  only  turned  out,  upon  the  evidence ;  re- 

to  the  policy  itseiff  which  seemed  lating  as  it  did,    though    still   in 

to  be,  on  the  evidence,  effected  well  general  terms,  to  what  was  to  be 

enoughs  done  after  the  making  of  the  policy. 
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18d3.        manner,  or  in  causing  such  policy  or  policiea  as  afiire* 
^^^'^^      said  to  be  underwritten  by  sufficient  and  responsible  an- 
9,  derwriters ;  and  the  defendants,  in  the  breach  of  their  duty 

and^ADotiMr.  ^"  ^^^  behalf,  negligently  caused  to  be  underwritten  as 
and  for  such  policy  as  aforesaid  a  certain  policy  of  in- 
surance on  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appur- 
tenances for  the  said  voyage  from  and  against  the  said 
perils  and  risks  to  the  amount  aforesaid  by  insufficient  and 
irresponsible  underwriters,  and  afterwards,  and  after  the 
breach  of  duty  by  the  defendants  as  last  aforesaid,  and 
whilst  the  said  vessel  was  proceeding  on  her  said  voyage, 
the  said  vessel  with  the  said  tackle,  furniture  and  appur- 
tenances by  such  the  perils  and  dangers  of  the  seas  was 
broken  to  pieces  and  sunk  and  wholly  lost  to  the  plaiutiffii; 
and  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would  do  all  such  things  as 
were  then,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  the  said  retainer  and  em- 
.  ployment  usually  done  by  insurance  brokers  retained  and 
employed  in  such  manner  and  for  such  purposes  as  afore- 
said, in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  payment  of 
the  monies  which  became  due  upon  the  said  loss  of  the 
said  vessel,  tackle,  furniture  and  appurtenances  as  afore- 
said or  any  part  thereof.  And  the  defendants  did  noi 
nor  would  inform  the  plaintiff  who  the  said  underwriters 
were  (a),  or  enable  the  plaintiff  to  discover  or  identify  them 
although  requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do,  and  although 
so  to  inform  and  enable  the  plaintiff  was  a  thing  then,  to 
wit,  at  the  time  of  the  said  retainer  and  employment, 
usually  done  by  insurance  brokers  retained  and  employed 
in  such  manner  and  for  such  purposes  as  aforesaid ;  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  neglect  and  breaches  of  duty  by  the 
defendants  the  plaintiff  has  wholly  lost  and  been  deprived 

(a)  The  breach  is  included  in  of  the  general  duty  alleged  to  do 

the  duty  laid,  which  (vide  ante^  p.  all  things  usual,  according  to  the 

447)iB  to  do  all  things  usually  done  custom,  &c.;   and  it  more  nearly 

by  insurance  brokers.    That  is  the  hit  the  facts  than  any  other  upon 

ipecial  breach  of  duty,  arising  out  the  evidence ;  vide  poU, 
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of  the  monies  and  indemnity  he  would  otherwise  have 
procured  and  recovered. 

Common  counts  for  money  received  by  the  defendants 
for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  and  on  accounts  stated. 

Pleas:  1.  That  the  plaintiff  did  not  retain  or  employ 
the  defendants  upon  the  terms  and  the  purposes  therein 
mentioned  as  alleged. 

2.  That  they  did  cause  to  be  made,  according  to  the 
custom  of  merchant  insurance,  upon  the  said  vessels, 
tackle,  furniture  and  appurtenances,  and  did  cause  a  policy 
of  insurance  to  be  made  and  underwritten  thereon  agree- 
ably to  and  in  accordance  with  the  said  retainer  and  em- 
ployment 

3.  (To  the  second  count),  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  retain 
or  employ  the  defendants  upon  the  terms  and  for  the  pur- 
poses in  that  count  mentioned  and  alleged. 

4.  That  they  did  use  due  and  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence in  and  about  effecting  the  said  insurance  in  an  avail- 
able manner  and  in  causing  the  said  policy  to  be  under- 
written by  sufficient  and  responsible  underwriters,  and  did 
do  all  such  things  as  were  at  the  time  of  the  said  retainer 
and  employment  usually  done  by  such  insurance  brokers 
as  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  in  order  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  obtain  payment  as  therein  alleged,  and  did  not 
negligently  cause  to  be  underwritten  a  policy  of  insurance 
by  insufficient  or  irresponsible  underwriters,  and  did  not 
neglect  or  refuse  to  inform  the  plaintiff  who  the  under- 
writers were,  to  enable  the  said  plaintiff  to  discover  or 
identify  them  as  in  the  said  second  count  alleged. 

5.  Never  indebted. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  and  J.  J.  Powell  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lush  and  Honyman  for  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendants  Bullard  and  King  were 
not  insurance  brokers,  but  carried  on  business  only  as 
insurance  agents,  and,  according  to  their  account,  only 
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]9<3.  Biidertook  to  get  the  bsurancc  efatrd.  In  poiai  ot  foci 
they,  in  July,  ISol,  got  it  effected  thmgh  FoUcr,  Lkj  k 
Co.y  insoraoce  brokers^  whose  bsbws,  and  not  the  de- 
fendants', were  inserted  therein  as  efiecdng  it  "  ns  agents," 
*^  as  well  in  their  own  names  as  for  and  on  behalf  of  '  the 
parties  interested.*  *'  The  insurance  was  effected  for  the 
amouAt  directed,  tiz.  25C'/.,  and  was  anderwritten  by  two 
persons.  Harden  and  Steward,  each  for  half.  There  was 
at  the  fvx>t  a  note  debiting  BnUard  and  Kii^  to  Foster, 
LacT  k,  Co.,  for  the  amount  of  preaunai  6^  as.  and  stamp 
lOjL,  6/.  15f.,  and  the  defendants  got  a  trifling  aDowance 
from  the  brokers.  Thej  sent,  as  ther  said,  a  copj  of  the 
policy  to  the  plaintiff,  bat  omitting  the  memorandnm  at 
foot,  and  not  mentioning  the  names  of  the  nnderwriterk 
In  Xovember,  1S61,  when  the  loss  was  known,  and  the 
plaxctia  sect  the  papers  to  the  defendanii,  they  sent  him 
a  copy  cf  the  policy,,  in  which  their  names  were  inserted 
instead  of  Foster.  Lacy  Jc  Co.,  and  aith  a  memorandnm  at 
foot  making  the  piaiatin  dtrbtor  for  the  premiam  and  duty, 
adding  2i.  dif.  for  ccmmission.  In  FebraarTy  1862,  the 
pUintin  paid  the  amount  to  the  deicrdants  and  took  their 
receipt.  When  the  plaintiff  pres&ed  the  defendants  for  a 
settlement  of  the  loss,  he  was  referred  bj  them  (as  he 
sarc  I  to  Fot»:er,  Lacy  Jc  Co.  The  latter  were  connected 
in  business  with  another  firm  cf  insurance  brokers — 
Bashall,  Lacy  k  Co..  Lacy  being  a  member  of  both  firms. 
And  it  app^arvd,  that  the  policy  was  actually  underwritten 
by  a  clerk  cf  F^^ter.  Lacy  Jc  Co.,  in  the  names  of  Harden 
and  Sceward,  the  former  being  a  partner  in  the  firm  of 
Bashall,  Lacy  Jl  Co..  and  the  other  a  correspondent  of 
theirs  at  Yarmouth,  for  whom  they  were  in  the  habit  of 
ucderwritin^.  There  were  business  transactions  between 
the  uefeaddiit>'  tirm  and  the  two  firns  of  Foster,  Lacy  k 
Co.  and  Bashall,  Lacy  Jc  Co..  and  the  defendants  had 
aathorized  them  to  underwrite  for  them.  In  March, 
Foster,  Lacy  &  Co.  suspended  piiyment;  and  in  April, 
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the  plaintiff  not  having  been  able  to  get  payment,  brought        1663. 
this  action.  „ 

HURRBLL 

According  to  the  plaintifTs  evidence,  he  had  no  know-  v. 

ledge  up  to  this  time  who  had  effected  the  policy,  or  who   and  Another, 
were  the  underwriters. 

On  the  15th  of  April,  after  action  brought,  the  defend* 
ants  got  the  stamped  policy  from  Foster,  Lacy  &  Co.,  who 
at  the  same  time  gave  a  memorandum  of  the  adjustment 
of  the  loss  (as  of  the  27th  of  March),  and  promised  pay- 
ment in  a  month.  The  defendants  th^n  gave  up  the  ori- 
ginal policy  to  the  plaintiff,  and  told  him  the  undertaking 
by  Foster,  Lacy  &  Co.,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defend- 
ants a  receipt  for  the  ''  stamped  policy  and  other  docu- 
ments," adding,  "  Stop  proceedings  for  recovery  of  same, 
it  being  understood  the  amount  of  the  claim  to  be  paid  in 
a  month  from  27th  March,  1862." 

The  affairs  of  Foster,  Lacy  &  Co.  were  soon  after  under 
liquidation,  and  in  May  the  plaintiff  received  from  these 
liquidators  the  sum  of  100/.  on  account  of  the  policy. 

The  plaintiff  swore  that  he  never  knew  Foster,  Lacy  k 
Co.  in  the  matter,  and  that  he  did  not  know  until  after 
action  who  the  underwriters  were,  or  that  Harden  was  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Bashall,  Lacy  k  Co. ;  and  that  he 
had  asked  the  defendants  again-  and  again  for  the  names 
and  addresses  of  the  underwriters,  and  could  not  get  them, 
but  was  told  to  address  them  "care  of  Foster,  Lacy  k 
Co." 

The  loss  had  been  settled  at  235/.,  and  he  had  only  got 
the  100/.,  leaving  135/.  unpaid. 

The  defendants  were  called,  and  swore  that  they  had 
told  the  plaintiff  who  the  underwriters  were. 

Harden,  one  of  them,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Bashall, 
Lacy  k  Co.,  was  called  for  the  defendants,  and  stated  that 
be  used  to  underwrite  through  Foster,  Lacy  &  Co. 

Foster  also  was  called ;  and  it  appeared  that  letters  for 
Harden,  addressed  "  care  of  Foster  &  Co."  did  reach  him. 

II  2 
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But  neither  Lacy  nor  Stewardi  the  other  underwriter,  was 
called. 

It  appeared  that  Steward  was  a  sol  Tent  and  reaponaible 
person. 

LiLsh  urged,  for  the  defencei  that  there  was  no  evidence 
that  either  of  the  underwriters  was  not  solvent ;  that  the 
defendants  had  done  their  duty  as  agents  in  effecting  the 
policy.  He  contended  that  the  first  count  wholly  failed, 
because  a  policy  was  effected. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion  on  the  latter 

point. 

Shee,  Serjt,  assented,  and  abandoned  that  count 

Lush  then  insisted  that  the  second  count  also  failed,  be- 
cause it  charged  that  the  defendants  were  insurance 
brokers;  but, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — It  charges  two  things,  the  not  duly 
effecting  a  policy,  and  the  not  duly  informing  the  plaintiff 
of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  underwriters.  Besides, 
if  the  defendants  undertook  the  duties  of  insurance  brokers, 
the  question  may  be,  what  those  duties  are? 

There  is  no  express  evidence,  certainly,  as  to  what  is 
the  duty  of  insurance  agents  as  distinct  from  insurance 
brokers;  but  the  question  will  be  probably  for  the  jury  (a), 
assuming  that  an  insurance  agent  undertakes  to  effect  an 
insurance,  or  to  get  it  effected,  what  is  the  extent  of 
his  responsibility?  If  the  insurance  is  effected  through 
brokers  who  are  at  the  time  responsible,  is  he  responsible 
for  them  ?  That  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  as  matter  of 
commercial  usage  within  their  knowledge  (a),  in  the  ab- 
sence of  express  evidence  upon  it.  No  doubt  the  agents 
or  brokers  would  not  be  insurers  M^mse/res,  but  are  only 
bound  to  use  due  and  reasonable  care.     But  it  would  be 

(a)  Hayav.  Tindall,  Vol.  II.,  p.  444;  Foster  ▼.  The  Bank  ofLmdaWt 
ante,  p.  214. 
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part  of  their  duty  to  take  due  care  that  the  underwriters        1863. 
were  responsible.  „"^^ 

^  HURRELL 

Lush  then  went  to  the  jury  on  these  questions,  agreeing  ••^^^ 

that  the  matter  was  one  of  which  the  jury  could  judge  by   and  Another, 
their  own  knowledge ;  but  that  even  assuming  the  defend- 
ants to  be. insurance  brokers,  they  were  not  to  be  deemed 
insurers,  and  were  only  bound  to  use  due  care,  which  he 
contended  Uiey  had  done. 

S/iee,  Serjt,  in  reply. — It  does  not  matter  whether  the 
defendants  acted  as  ''  agents"  or  brokers,  they  were  bound 
to  do  their  best  and  did  not  do  so.  By  withholding  the 
addresses  of  the  underwriters  they  precluded  the  plaintiff 
from  recovering  against  them ;  and  they  were  bound  to 
take  care  that  the  underwriters  were  responsible. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  first  question  is, 
what  was  the  nature  of  the  employment?  Were  the  de- 
fendants employed  to  effect  the  insurance,  or  did  they 
simply  undertake  to  place  the  matter  in  the  hands  of  their 
own  agents,  the  insurance  brokers.  If  they  undertook  to 
effect  the  insurance  or  to  get  the  insurance  effected,  and  so 
took  upon  themselves  all  the  responsibility  (hat  attaches  to 
that  duty,  has  there  been  a  neglect  of  that  duty?  It  is 
not  disputed  that  it  would  be  part  of  their  duty  to  take 
reasonable  care  that  the  policy  was  underwritten  by  re- 
sponsible and  solvent  persons.  Was  there  any  neglect  of 
that  duty  ?  There  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  supposing 
that  Harden  was  not  solvent,  at  all  events  until  after  the 
loss.  And  as  to  Steward,  the  other  underwriter,  it  is  clear 
that  he  was  and  always  has  been  quite  solvent. 

There  had  been,  certainly,  a  close  connexion  in  busi- 
ness between  the  three  houses,  but  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  the  defendants  had  any  reasonable  ground  to 
believe  that  they  were  not  dealing  with  a  responsible  firm. 
Moreover,  it  appears  that  these  persons  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  underwriting  policies,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
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they  were  ever  defauIterB  upon  any ;  and  in  this  very  case 
Harden  8  firm  has  paid  all  his  share  of  the  loss  (136/.)  ex* 
cept  the  small  sum  of  about  16/.  or  17/.  Probably  you 
will  think  therefore  that  there  was  no  negligence  either  in 
allowing  Foster,  Lacy  &  Co.  to  effect  the  insurance  or  in 
letting  these  two  persons  underwrite  the  policy. 

Then  it  is  said  that  there  was  neglect  of  (duty  in  not 
having  communicated  the  addresses  of  the  underwriters; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  ever  applied  to 
the  defendants  for  their  addresses ;  he  applied,  indeed,  to 
Foster,  Lacy  &:  Co.,  and  it  was  most  improper  upon  their 
part  to  withhold  the  addresses;  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  defendants  are  responsible  for  that  misconduct;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  the  information  was  withheld  by 
the  defendants  ?  or  was  it  withheld  by  the  fault  or  de- 
fault of  the  defendants?    The  questions  for  you  i^re : — 

1.  Were  the  defendants  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to 
effect  the  insurance  or  only  to  place  the  matter  in  the 
hands  of  their  brokers?  [Answ^. — ^To  effect  the  insur-* 
ance.] 

2.  In  the  former  case  were  they  responsible  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  their  brokers?     [Answer.^^lhey  were,] 

3.  Has  there  been  negligence  in  not  using  due  care  to 
procure  the  policies  to  be  underwritten  by  responsible 
underwriters?      [-4««irer.— There  has.] 

4.  Has  there  been  negligence  in  not  informing  the 
plaintiff  who  the  underwriters  were?  [Answer. — There 
has.] 

6.  If  so,  was  the  omission  the  fault  of  the  defendants  J 
\^Answer. — Of  the  defendants.] 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  135/.  (a). 


(a)  Lush  raited  a  question  as  to 
Hamagci;  but^f^rCocKBURN,  C.J., 
tho  plaiiitifThas  only  received  100/., 
and  tho  loss  was  settled  at  235/., 
and  if  tho  underwriters  have  paid 
the  defendants,  they  are  liable  for 


the  whole;  if  not,  they  ( 
sue  them  in  the  p]aintiff*i  i 
recover  the  residue  of  the  i 
due  on  the  policies.  The  jory  cu 
give  no  other  verdict  Laak  got  a 
rule  in  E.  T.  on  tho  ewidnce. 
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*  Hilary  Term, 

Action  against  earners  (in  France,  but  with  agents  in  On  •  contract 
this  country)  for  neglect  in  the  carriage  of  goods  from  "'g^cotrntry 
Paris  to  London.  with  carriers 

for  the  convey- 

The  declaration  in  the^r^^  count  stated  that  the  defend-  ance  of  goods 

ants  were  carriers  of  goods  for  hire  from  Paris  to  Lon-  and  a  breach 

don  («),  and  the  plaintiffs  on  several  days  and  times  de-  Hgence,  wius^' 

livered  to  the  defendants  as  such  carriers,  and  the  defend-  jng  an  injury, 

.  .in  that  country, 

ants  as  such  carriers  on  such  days  and  times  respectively  no  question  he- 
received  from  the  plaintiffs  in  several  consignments,  certain  JJe  ^ex'hcteoZ 
goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  bales  of  rags,  to  be  re-  left^to'j^e^^' 
spectively  by  the  defendants  taken  care  of,  and  safely  and  upon  an  e^preM 
securely  carried  from  Paris  to  London  aforesaid,  and  there  upon  evidence 
to  be  respectively  safely  and  securely  delivered  for  the  plain-  ^  buriness""* 

tiffs  for  reward  to  the  defendants  in  that  behalf:  yet  the  der  ;nd  the  other 

facts  m  the 

fendanta  did  not  take  care  of  the  said  goods  or  safely  and  case,  as  occur- 
securely  carry  and  deliver  the  same  respectively  foV  the  fb^ajudgl 
plaintiffs  as  aforesaid  :  but  took  so  little  care  of  the  said  ™5°^"  ^,? 

■  '  ^  whether  there 

goods,  and  so  negligently  and  improperly  carried  the  same  had  been  such 
respectively,  that  by  the  negligence  and  improper  conduct  wouldbea 
of  the  defendants  the  said  goods,  whilst  in  the  possession  inXe  <»rrie?^ 
of  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  were  respec-  and  as  to  what 

•  1      1   r  1  .  II  would  be  rea- 

tively  left  exposed  to  the  ram  and  got  wet,  whereby  the  sonable  under 
same  were  spoiled  and  damaged  and  the  same  became  use-  stances^**"*' 
less  to  the  plaintiffs.  /n^. '°  «"« 

■  of  carriers  un- 

Second  count,  that  the  plaintiffs  on  divers  days  and  dertakingex- 
times  delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  the  defendants  on  goods  into 
such  days  and  times  respectively  received  of  and  from  the  j^?S  were  di- 
rected that  this 
(a)  See  Benneiiy.  The  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Steam  Navigation  Com-  meant  in  a 
A  ri   n   t»TK  reasonable 

jwnjr,  6  C.  B.  775.  time,  and  that 

the  default  of 
carriers  by  sea  employed  by  them  to  carry  the  goods  would  be  no  excuse  for  a  delay  to  ship 
them  in  such  time,  or  for  damage  done  by  the  weather,  either  on  the  quay  or  on  the  passage, 
which  might  have  been  avoided  by  reasonable  care  and  due  despatch. 

But  in  the  absence  of  express  evidence,  quare  whether  the  jury  could,  from  the  mere 
delivery  of  the  goods,  deduce  the  duty  or  liability  thereby  incurred,  as  in  a  case  resting  on 
the  usage  or  custom  of  England  ?  • 
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plaintiffs  in  several  consignments,  certain  goods  of  the 
plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  bales  of  rags,  to  be  respectively 
shipped  at  Boulogne-sur-Mer  by  the  defendants  for  the 
plaintiffs  until  the  same  respectively  could  be  so  shipped  as 
aforesaid  for  reward  to  the  defendants  in  that  behalf;  yet 
the  defendants,  whilst  the  said  goods  were  respectively  in 
their  possession  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  before  they 
were  so  shipped  as  aforesaid,  so  negligently  and  improperly 
kept  the  same  respectively,  and  with  so  little  care  thereof, 
that  the  said  goods  respectively  were  by  the  defendants  left 
exposed  to  the  rain  and  weather  and  got  wet,  whereby  the 
same  respectively  were  spoiled  and  damaged  and  became 
useless  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  the  plaintiffs  did  not  deliver  nor  did  the  de- 
fendants receive  the  said  goods  upon  the  terms  alleged. 
Issue. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  190/.  13«.| 
as  and  by  way  of  compensation  for  damages  alleged  to 
be  sustained  by  them  in  the  conveying  by  the  defendants 
of  176  bales  of  rags  from  Paris  to  London  in  the  month  of 
November,  1861. 

Pigottj  Serjt.,  and  J.  P.  Murphy  for  the  plaintifis. 

Lush,  Joyce,  and  Gibbons  for  the  defendants. 

The  following  are  the  facts  of  the  case : — 
It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  are  rag  merchants,  having 
a  place  of  business  at  Paris  and  also  in  London,  and  were 
importers  of  rags  from  Paris  to  London. 

The  defendants  carried  on  business  in  copartnership 
together  under  the  firm  of  Gaudet  Fr^res,  and  the  business 
carried  on  by  the  firm  was  that  of  receiving  and  forward- 
ing goods  from  Paris  to  London  and  other  places,  taking 
upon  themselves  the  expenses  of  transportation  and  receiv- 
ing a  compensation  from  the  owners  of  the  goods ;  the 
firm  also  acted  as  French  correspondents  to  Messrs.  Pick- 
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ford  &  Co.,  of  Wood  Street,  Cheapside,  railway  and 
shipping  agents. 

The  defendant  Emile  Jean  Gaudet  resides  at  Paris  and 
conducts  the  business  of  the  iirra  there,  and  the  other  de- 
fendant Jules  Pierre  Gaudet  resided  in  London  and  con- 
ducted the  London  business  at  Messrs.  Pickford  &  Co.,  in 
Wood  Street 

The  firm  bad  also  a  place  oF  business  at  Boulogne-sur- 
Mer  for  the  purpose  only  of  receiving  papers  through  the 
Custom  House  and  shipping  goods  consigned  to  them  at 
that  place  where  the  Peninsular  Company's  steamers  ran. 

In  September,  1861,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  called  at  the 
office  of  the  defendants  in  Paris  (a)  and  inquired  the  rate 


(a)  The  contract,  therefore,  was 
in  France  and  for  performance  to  be 
completed  here.  See  Bennett  v.  The 
Peninsular  and  Oriental  Steam  Na- 
vigatian  Company^  6  C.  B.  775,  as 
to  the  converse  case  of  a  contract 
here  to  be  completed  abroad.  Had 
the  defendants  been  residing  abroad, 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  19,  would 
not  have  allowed  service  abroad,  as 
the  contract  was  not  made  in  this 
country  nor  did  the  cause  of  action, 
i.  e.  the  whole  cause  of  action,  arise 
here.  For  those  words  have  always 
been  so  construed  in  the  County 
Court  Acts ;  and  even  if  otherwise, 
as  to  the  C.  L.  P.  AcU,  here  the 
cause  of  action  clearly  arose  toholly 
abroad,  for  the  negligence  and  in- 
jury arose  there,  where  the  goods 
were  damaged.  The  defendants, 
therefore,  could  not  have  been  regu- 
larly served  abroad;  although  their 
service  there  could  only  have  been 
an  irregularity  (Finlaiton's  C.  L.P. 
Act,  p.  65),  if  they  had  been 
British  subjects,  over  whom  the 
Courts  of  England  have  jurisdiction 
by  allegiance  of  birth.     But  the 
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defendants  were  not  British  sub- 
jects ;  so  then  service  abroad  would 
not  only  have  been  irregular,  but 
would  have  given  no  jurisdiction. 
It  happened,  however,  that  they 
were  carrying  on  business  here,  and 
for  legal  purposes  a  place  of  busi- 
ness may  be  a  residence,  and  so  it 
is  to  be  presumed  they  were  duly 
served  abroad  as  British  subjects 
by  residence ;  though  as  only  one 
partner  carried  on  business  here, 
the  case  might  be  deemed  to  raise 
a  nice  point  But  another  question 
of  some  difficulty  might  have  been 
raised,  viz.,  that  as  the  firm  carried 
on  business  abroad,  and  the  con- 
tract, breach  of  duty,  and  cause  of 
action  wholly  arose  abroad,  an  £ng« 
lish  jury  could  not  judge  of  the 
duties  of  foreign  carriers  abroad,  or 
the  breach  of  such  duties,  which 
would  depend  upon  what  was  usual 
or  reasonable  in  a  foreign  country, 
and  not  upon  the  custom  of  England 
or  upon  what  is  reasonable  and  usual 
here.  And  this  question,  which 
could  not  be  raised  in  Bennett  v.  The 
Peninsular  Steam  Navigation  Com" 
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186S.        of  chmrge  for  the  eonveraiioe  of  rtgi  fitMn  Paris  to  Lon- 

Coasv       ^'^°'  *°^  ^^^  ^^  ^'^  ^'  ^^^  ^'^  ^  MesBiv.  Vaadenhrieck 

and  ADoAer    Freres  called  at  the  said  office  daring  the  said  mooth  and 

Gacdct       made  the  nine  inqairy,  and  tlttt  to  eadi  of  sach  iaqairiea 

the  answer  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  was  to  the  effect 

that  24s.  per  ton  wonld  be  the  charge,  and  that  ootof  soch 

sum  the  defendants  would  pay  the  railway  charges  from 

Paris  to  the  Quai  of  Boulogne  (a)  and  also  the  freight  per 

steamer  from  Boulogne  to  London,  and  wovid  undertake 

the  shipping  of  the  rags  at  Boulogne,  that  no  mention  was 

made  as  to  the  particular  quantity  of  bales  that  were  to  be 

forwarded. 

The  defendants  were  not  aware  whether  any  or  what 
psirticular  contract  was  made  with  the  plaintiffs  with 
respect  to  any  rags,  nor  were  they  informed  beforehand 
what  weight  or  quantity  were  to  come.  A  contract,  in 
fact,  was  made  viith  Messrs.  Vandershrieck  Frires  for 
the  conveyance  of  amongst  others  of  the  176  bales  of  rags 
in  question,  it  appearing  from  the  lettres  de  voiture  issued 
by  the  Northern  Railway  Company  of  France,  that  they 
were  sent  by  Messrs.  Vandershrieck  Freres  from  Paris  to 
the  Boulogne  station,  consigned  to  the  defendants  at  the 
place  for  shipment  to  London, in  five  separate  parcels;  the 
first  four  parcels  arrived  there  on  the  2nd,  4th  and  6th 
November,  1861,  and  the  fiflth  parcel  on  the  11th  (as  ap- 
peared by  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  taken  in  the 
cause  at  Boulogne),  and  arrived  there  without  sustaining 

pany,  6  C.  B.  775,  would  be  all  the  dence,  take  oognixanos  of  astten 

greater  in  a  case  where  it  most  of  fact  occurring  out  of  the  ndm. 
turn  upon  the  judgment  of  the  jury         (a)  The  tes  loci  amtreeim  woald, 

as  to  matters  which  never  could  of  course,  govern  the  esse,  but  It 

have  been  within  their  own  know-  did  not  appear  thai  there  was  may 

ledge.    In  this  case,  however,  there  difference  in   French   law  on  Cba 


was  a  good  deal  of  express  evidence,  subject.    The  point  ^ 

as  to  all  the  matters  on  which  they  bj  either  party,  and  ao  tho  divao- 

were  called  upon  to  determine,  and  tion  proceeded  upon  the  law  aa  to 

it  was  settled  ages  ago,  that  £ng-  carriers,  according  to   the  law  of 

li»h  juries  could,  by  means  of  evi-  this  country. 
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any  damage.  It  appeared,  however,  on  their  arrival  there 
the  weather  was  most  tempestuous,  attendant  with  con- 
stant rain  from  that  period  up  to  the  time  the  rags  were 
shipped  on  board  for  London  nine  or  ten  days  afterwards. 

The  question  in  the  cause  was  therefore  as  to  what  had 
been  done  with  the  rags  in  that  interval- 
There  was  no  special  or  written  contract  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  rags  from  Paris  to  London,  or  any  other  con« 
tract  or  agreement  other  than  what  has  been  before  stated. 

The  defendants,  in  consequence,  as  they  said,  of  the 
bad  state  of  the  weather,  refrained  from  having  the  rags 
removed  from  the  station  at  Boulogne  where  they  were, 
as  they  said,  well  protected,  until  complaints  were  made 
by  the  station-master  at  that  place,  who  insisted  upon 
their  removal ;  and  ultimately,  upon  the  8th  of  November, 
the  station-master  caused  the  first  four  parcels  to  be  re- 
moved from  the  railway  station,  and  had  them  placed  on 
the  quay  by  the  company's  servants,  and  the  fifth  parcel 
on  the  1 1th. 

The  boat  belonging  to  the  Commercial  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Company  was  not  ready  to  receive  the  rags,  and  they 
were,  according,  as  was  said  by  the  defendants,  to  the 
usage  in  Boulogne  (where,  according  to  the  defendant's 
evidence,  there  is  no  provision  made  for  warehousing 
bulky  goods  of  this  description)  stowed  by  the  defendants' 
agent  upon  the  quay. 

There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  were  placed  upon  **  dunnage,"  i.  e,  on  wooden  blocks 
or  beams  to  raise  them  above  the  ground. 

Shortly  after  the  goods  had  been  so  packed  the  weather 
changed  to  a  complete  tempest,  and  the  rain  ran  along  the 
quays  forming  a  complete  river  of  water,  which  soaked 
under  the  bottom,  whereby  the  rags  became  much  wetted. 

There  was  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  that  as  the  rags  were 
woollen  they  could  not  be  dried,  and  that  they  were  so 
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rotted  by  the  wet  as  to  be  nearly  worthless  except  for 
manure. 

There  was  evidence  for  the  defendants  that  their  agent 
at  Boulogne,  seeing  the  state  in  which  the  rags  were,  bad 
them  shipped  on  board  as  soon  as  possible,  which  was  ac- 
cordingly done  on  the  12th  November,  in  the  vessel  called 
the  Panther  (through  the  rain),  and  according  to  the  de- 
fendants* evidence  the  whole  were  placed  in  the  hold,  t.  e., 
139  bales  in  the  fore  hold,  and  32  bales  in  the  main  bold  of 
the  vessel,  securely  battened  down,  and  that  none  were 
placed  on  the  deck,  but  this  was  disputed. 

The  case  for  the  defence  was,  that  all  the  damage  was 
done  therefore  whilst  the  goods  were  on  the  quay  at  Bou- 
logne, and  in  their  removal  from  thence  to  the  boat,  and 
was  entirely  caused  by  circumstances  over  which  the  de- 
fendants had  no  control. 

On  the  other  hand  the  casQ  for  the  plaintiffs  was,  that 
the  damage  was  caused  by  the  utter  absence  of  all  precau- 
tions to  protect  the  rags  from  the  wet,  whether  on  the  quay 
or  on  board. 

The  rags  arrived  in  the  Thames  on  the  morning  of  the 
13th  November,  and  it  was  not  until  the  20th  November 
that  the  plaintiffs  made  any  complaint  of  their  damaged 
state,  and  made  no  claim  for  compensation  until  they  had 
actually  sold  and  disposed  of  the  rags  and  applied  to  the 
defendants  to  make  good  their  loss.  But  there  was  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  only  chance  of  selling  the 
rags  at  all,  as  they  were  so  wetted  as  to  rot  quickly,  was 
to  sell  at  once,  and  that  the  best  prices  possible  were  got 

There  was  evidence  for  the  defence,  taken  at  Boulogne 
nnder  a  Judge's  order,  that  the  open  quay  at  Boulogne  was 
the  usual  and  only  place  where  the  rags  in  question  could 
be  stowed,  and  that  they  could  not  be  shipped  before  the 
12th  November,  and  that  the  weather  during  the  8th  and 
12th  November,  whilst  the  rags  were  lying  on  the  quay, 
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was  unusually  wet  and  tempestuous,  and  it  was  conse* 
quently  submitted  to  the  jury  that  it  was  sufficiently  proved 
that  the  defendants,  through  their  agent  at  Boulogne,  used 
every  means  in  his  power  in  protecting  the  goods  from  the 
rain.  It  was  also  strongly  urged,  that,  as  the  precise  time 
when  the  rags  would  arrive  was  not  known  to  the  defend- 
ants, they  could  not  send  advices  to  their  agent  at  Bou- 
logne, and  the  consignors  only  sent  advices  to  them  con- 
currently with  the  sending  of  the  goods,  so  that  the  de- 
fendants could  make  no  provision  beforehand,  and  their 
agent  at  Boulogne  would  not  know  that  the  rags  were 
coming ;  and  further,  that  it  appeared  that  there  was  only 
one  steamer  daily,  which  was  for  passenger  traffic  chiefly, 
and  that  the  captain  had  a  dislike  to  a  cargo  of  rags,  and 
was  reluctant  to  take  them,  as  the  freight  was  low  and  they 
were  a  bulky  and  disagreeable  commodity.  And  further, 
it  appeared  that,  in  consequence  of  the  recent  alteration  in 
the  tariff,  there  was  a  great  increase  of  traffic  and  a  great 
pressure  of  goods  for  conveyance. 
At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocRBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  first  question  is, 
whether  the  damage  which  arose  was  owing  to  the  default 
of  the  defendants,  for  which  as  carriers  they  are  responsi- 
ble ;  or  was  it  caused  by  some  superior  force,  or  vis  major ^ 
as  it  is  called  in  the  law,  t.  e.,  a  power  which  a  roan  has  in 
the  nature  of  things  no  possible  means  of  resisting  or 
avoiding.  However  stringent  the  law  is  as  to  liability  of  a 
carrier,  it  does  not  put  upon  him  the  obligation  to  insure 
goods  at  all  hazard  against  such  superior  forces  as  the 
agencies  of  nature — a  force  against  which  his  skill  and 
care  cannot  possibly  provide. 

It  is  for  you,  as  practical  men  of  business,  to  judge 
whether  the  business  of  a  carrier  involved  any  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  make  provision  before- 
hand for  the  care  and  conveyance  of  goods  which  were  to 
arrive  in  quantities  and  at  periods  of  which  he  had   no 
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previous  knowledge  and  entirely  depending  on  the  will  of 
the  coniignors.  Certainly  it  appears  that  no  provision 
was  made.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  eomld  be  made 
except  for  receiving  the  goods  as  they  arrived  and  ship- 
ping them  at  the  earliest  possible  period.  This  leads  to 
the  question  whether  there  was  any  delay  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  in  transmitting  the  rags  (a);  because,  if 
there  was  such  delay,  and  in  consequence  of  that  delay 
the  damage  was  caused|  though  by  agencies  which  the 
carriers  could  not  control,  yet  if  the  defendants  by  their 
delay  and  neglect  placed  the  goods  in  such  a  position  that 
they  thereby  came  under  those  agencies  which  otherwise 
they  could  have  escaped,  then  it  was  through  the  neglect 
and  default  of  the  defendants  that  the  goods  were  exposed 
to  the  storm,  and  they  cannot  excuse  themselves  from 
their  responsibility  for  such  damage;  was  there  then  any 
unreasonable  delay  in  the  shipment  of  the  goods? 

The  carriers,  it  is  true,  had  no  control  over  the  steam- 
vessels,  but  they  were  bound  to  convey  the  goods  in  a  rea- 
sonable time  (&),  and  if  they  did  not  do  so,  even  though  it 
was  by  the  default  of  some  one  else  (jb),  they  are  liable  (i), 


(d)   Fide  ante,  p.  469. 

(6)  It  might  fairly  be  assumed, 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  as 
to  the  Ux  loci  contractus,  that  the 
law  of  any  civilized  country  regards 
what  is  reasonable  under  all  the 
circumstances.  Assuming  a  rea- 
sonable time  (under  all  the  circum- 
stances) to  have  elapsed,  the  case 
would  be  the  same  as  of  a  contract 
absolutely  to  send  the  goods  on  at 
a  certain  time ;  and  the  breach  of 
such  a  contract  would  only  be  ex- 
cused by  a  natural  inipostibility, 
t.  e.  an  impossibility  from  the  na- 
ture of  things,  or  by  ihe  act  of  God, 
and  not  merely  by  reason  of  any 
expense  or  difficulty  which  might 
have  to  be  encountered  or  incurred. 


It  was  very  early  debated  and 
doubted  bow  far  even  any  suddea 
force  of  nature,  in  its  nature  not 
to  be  foreseen — as  the  wind — would 
excuse  a  default  in  perfortnance  of 
an  express  contract,  and  it  would 
seem  to  have  been  settled,  that  it 
would  only  do  so  when  it  worked 
an  actual  physical  impossibility ;  as 
where  it  was  to  leave  treet  at  the  end 
of  a  lease  and  they  are  blown  down, 
but  aliter,  of  houses,  which  could  be 
repaired  ;  Year  Book,  40  £dw.  3, 
H.  T.,  1 1  f.  6,  and  so  the  caie  was, 
not  so  of  a  fire,  at  all  events  caused 
by  enemies  of  the  king;  Ikid.-et 
vide  8  Edw.  4,  f.  13;  14  Hen.  8, 
29.  So  non-performance  of  a  con* 
tract  or  condition  might  be  exeoted 
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although,  no  doubt  in  determining  what  would  he  a  rea-* 
sonabie  time,  you  may  look  at  all  the  circumatances  of  the 


1863. 


by  an  abtolute  natural  impossi- 
bility, caused  by  a  sodden  act  of 
God,  as  death ;  and  thus  on  a  con- 
tract to  redeliver  a  horse  on  re- 
qvestf  the  horse  dying  before  request, 
performance  would  be  excused; 
Palmer,  550.  But  It  would  be 
otherwise  of  an  express  contract  to 
do  a  thing,  prevented  by  the  act  of 
a  stranger;  Com.  Dig.,  Cond.  L.  14, 
as  in  the  very  case  of  goods  to  be 
delivered ;  1  RoU.  452, 1. 5.  And, 
although,  if  a  contract  were  to  give  a 
licence  to  carry  goods,  it  would  be 
performed  by  giving  the  licence, 
although  a  third  party  prevented 
the  carrying;  1  Roll.  426,  1.  25; 
alUefj  of  an  express  contract  to  carry 
or  convey,  for  it  would  be  at  the  peril 
of  the  carrier  to  provide  means,  and 
prevent  or  overpower  any  obstacle 
or  difficulty.  Even  in  the  case  of 
freventum  of  performance,  it  is  only 
prevention  by  the  plaintiff  which  is 
an  excuse  of  performance ;  Barker 
▼.  Tttweli,  God.  69;  and  the  mere 
want  of  means  to  perform  is  only 
an  excuse  of  performance  where 
the  contract  is  not  absolute  but  is 
qualified  and  limited,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  contract  to  do  all  reasonable 
carriage,  with  his  carts ;  in  which 
case  it  is  an  excuse  that  he  has  no 
carts,  for  he  is  not  bound  to  find 
carts  for  the  purpose ;  Munnert  v. 
Vtteyy  Lat  202.  That  case  clearly 
implies,  that  if  the  contract  had 
been  absolute  to  carry,  want  of  carts 
would  be  no  excuse.  And  so  of 
their  lost  or  destruction  by  any  sud- 
den causa  or  fbrce,  u  a  fire  ;  unless, 
at  all  ercDts,  a  fire  not  merely  casual 
but  caused  by  the  act  of  God,  as 


lightning;  for  on  a  covenant  to 
repair  and  keep  in  repair,  it  is  no 
excuse  that  the  house  has  been 
burnt  down,  even  though  not  by  the 
negligence  of  the  tenant ;  Allen  v. 
Re€ve$t  Hard.  70;  though  of  course 
the  covenantor  would  have  a  rea* 
sonabie  time  after  the  fire  to  repair 
it;  in  the  absence  of  any  express 
covenant  to  do  it  by  a  certain  time ; 
Walton  V.  Johnson,  2  Keb.  535. 
Where  a  contract  is  absolute  to  do 
a  thing  by  a  certain  time,  even  the 
intervening  impossibility  by  the  act 
of  Ood  is  not  always  an  excuse; 
thus,  where  a  defendant  has  an 
election  or  option  to  do  one  of  two 
things,  if  by  any  defkult  of  a 
stranger  or  the  act  of  God  he' can- 
not do  one  thing,  then  he  ought  to 
do  the  other;  Moore  y.  Morecombe, 
Mo.  645 ;  so  that  even  where  the 
act  of  God  excuses,  it  is  by  an  ab' 
solute  impossibility.  And  the  pre- 
cise case  in  question  seems  in  prin- 
ciple to  have  been  determined  more 
than  once  in  our  Courts.  For  if 
one  is  bound  by  contract  to  another, 
that  A.  B.  shall  make  him  a  house 
(or  carry  goods),  it  is  no  excuse 
that  A.  B.  died  before  the  time  of 
performance,  for  some  other  person 
might  have  been  got  to  do  the  work ; 
per  Coke,  C.  J.,  3  Bulst  30.  And 
even  where  the  contract  or  con- 
dition is,  that  a  third  party  shall 
do  an  act,  his  refusal  or  death  is 
no  excuse,  for  the  party  contracting 
has  taken  upon  himself  the  peril 
of  it;  Bro.  Cond.  13.  So  if  the 
condition  be  to  be  performed  by  a 
stranger,  and  he  refuses,  the  obli- 
gation is  forfeited,  for  the  obligor 
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and  Othen. 


1863.  case,  and  especially  bear  in  mind  that  it  appears  that  the 
^"^^^  means  of  conveyance  between  Boulogne  and  London  were 
and  Another  equally  known  to  both  parties.  Was  there,  then,  any  on- 
reasonable  delay  in  shipping  the  goods  7  If  there  was, 
then  the  carriers  cannot  shelter  themselves  under  the  plea 
of  vis  major.  Supposing,  then,  that  there  was  such  delay, 
was  there  damage  such  as  the  carriers  would  be  responsi- 
ble  for  ?  As  to  which,  again,  you  must  look  at  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  especially  as  to  the  means  of  precantion 
and  protection  which  miff  hi  have  been  and  which  were 
or  were  not  adopted. 

Beyond  all  doubt  (a)  when  a  carrier  undertakes  to  carry 


has  taken  upon  him  that  the 
stranger  shall  do  it ;  Ibid.  So  here 
the  defendants  contracted  that  the 
goods  should  be  conveyed  in  a  rea- 
sonable time.  So  against  an  express 
contract,  even  a  supervening  im- 
possibility is  not  necessarily  an 
excuse;  see  Ritchie  v.  Atkiruon^  10 
East,  295.  The  present  case,  in- 
deed, is  more  like  that  of  one  rail- 
way company  contracting  to  carry 
passengers  or  goods  the  entire  way, 
knowing  that  for  a  part  of  a  distance 
it  was  over  the  line  of  another  com- 
pany, in  which  case  clearly  the  first 
company  is  responsible  for  the  en- 
tire distance ;  Mutchamp  v.  The 
London  and  Liverpool  Rail,  Co,,  8 
M.  &  W.  421.  And  there  was  no 
unforeseen  impossibility,  for  even  if 
the  rain  had  been  the  sole  cause,  it 
is  a  presumption  of  law  that  rain 
will  fall  at  some  times  and  in  some 
quantities;  Fay  v.  Prentice,  1  C.  B. 
828.  And  even  a  frost  or  tempest 
IS  no  excuse,  though  directly  caus- 
ing the  injury,  if  it  is  not  extra- 
ordinary; Blj/th  V.  The  Birming- 
ham  Watertoorks  Co,,  25  L.  J.,  Ex. 
212.    There  was,  however,  here  no 


impossibility  either  of  sending  oo 
the  goods,  or  of  avoiding  the  nun, 
it  was  only  a  matter  of  difficulty. 

(o)  Throughout  the  direction  to 
the  jury  two  things  may  be  ob- 
served: that  it  is  based  upon  the 
express  evidence  on  the  case  (and 
not,  as  in  other  cases,  vide  Hurrell  v. 
Bullard,  ante,  p.  445,  upon  thf  usage 
of  trade  as  known  to  the  jury  in 
this  country) ;  and  next,  that  it  has 
regard  to  what  is  reasonable  in  such 
a  case :  doubtl<%ss  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  law  of  any  civilixed 
country,  in  the  absence  of  any  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  must  be 
deemed  to  consist  with  what  is  rea- 
sonable. It  is,  indeed,  on  that  great 
principle  that  the  comity  of  nations 
rests  the  recognition  of  the  judg- 
ments of  foreign  courts,  as  primA 
facie  just,  and  in  accordance  with 
reason  and  with  right.  And  this  is 
especially  so  in  matters  mercantUe, 
and  common  in  their  nature  to  all 
commercial  nations,  and  of  which 
the  reasonable  may  be  deemed  just 
as  well  known  to  thoee  of  one 
country  as  of  another ;  and  par- 
ticularly in  the  case  of  a  carrier  in 
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goods  from  Paris  to  London,  be  is  not  to  leave  them  at        1863. 
Boulogne  to  take  all  the  chances  of  the  weather,  and  is      T^^^ 
bound  to  take  due  care  to  have  some  proper  place  of  de-    and  Another 
posit  or  to  adopt  reasonable  means  of  protection.     It  is  for 
you  to  say  whether  such  means  were  adopted,  and  whether 
there  was  any  neglect  in  allowing  the  rags  to  remain  un- 
protected from  the  rain? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


V. 

Gaudet 
and  Others. 


the  coantry  to  which  the  goods  are 
to  be  coRTeyed.  The  custom  of 
England  of  course  is,  in  its  nature, 
national  and  local,  and  not  neces- 
sarily part  of  the  lex  mercatoria  or 
pervading  foreign  nations,  like  the 
law  maritime,  or  the  law  as  to  bills 


of  exchange,  and  the  like.  And 
the  direction  is  not  based  on  that 
custom,  but  on  what  b  reatonabie 
and  of  universal  application,  having 
regard  to  the  express  contract,  and 
the  express  evidence  of  the  circum- 
stances. 


BRITTAIN  r.  THE  BANK  OF  LONDON.  Laiui<mStniwgi. 

.  mianfTerwL 

Action  for  faUe  imprisonment:  the  declaration  stating  A  customer  of 
that  the  defendants  assaulted  and  beat  the  plaintiff,  and  a  paid  cheque 
gave  him  into  custody  to  a  policeman,  and  caused  him  to  f^u"*^^^^*^ 
be  imprisoned  in  a  police  office,  and  afterwards  appeared  bankers,  al- 

,    -    .  ,.  .  ,  ,     ,  .,  .  tered  the  style 

before  a  police  magistrate  and  caused  the  said  magistrate  of  handwrit- 
to   remand   the   plaintiff  without  bail,  whereby  he  was  mfirit*appcar 
further  imprisoned  for  a  long  space  of  time,  and  after-  nothis,  ani 
wards  caused  the  said  magistrate  to  commit  the  plaintiff  for  it,  declaring  it 
trial  at  the  Old  Bailey,  and  to  detain  him  in  prison  to  await  forgery,  and 
his  trial  on  a  charge  of  forgery ;  and  plaintiff  was  after*  §J*em7w  th^" 
wards  tried  on  the  said  charge  in  due  course  of  law  and  ac-  amount  on  ac- 

1  »t-./v»i  /.i  •  1      count ;  at  the 

quitted;  and  plamtm,by  reason  of  the  premises,  was  greatly  same  time 

injured  in  his  reputation  and  detained  from  his  business,  ment'to^h?**' 

effect  that  the 
plaintiff  had  forged  the  cheque,  supporting  that  statement  by  specific  facts,  which,  if  true, 
would  have  constituted  reasonable  ground  for  suspecting  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of 
ibrgery.  The  bank  having  thereupon  given  the  plaintiff  into  custody  on  a  charge  of  for- 
cery : — Held,  1,  that  there  had  been  no  forgery  by  the  customer ;  2,  that  even  if  there  had 
been,  there  was  not,  therefore,  reasonable  ground  for  suspecting  the  plaintiff  to  have  been 
guilty  of  felony;  3,  that  as  the  real  offence  committed  was  only  misdemeanor  (in  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretences),  there  was  no  justification  for  giving  the  plaintiff  into  custody. 


YOL.  III. 
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1863.        and  was  put  to  great  expense  in  and  about  defending  him- 


BUTTAIV 


self  on  the  said  charge. 


•.  Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty. 

^'lomdom.^'  2.  That  before  and  at  the  times  of  the  alleged  trespasses 
the  defendants  were  carrying  on  business  as  bankers ;  and 
that  before  the  said  time  when,  &e.  some  person,  then  un- 
known to  the  defendants,  feloniously  forged  a  certain  order 
for  the  payment  of  money,  to  wit,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum 
of  7/.y  and  commonly  called  a  cheque,  with  intent  to  defraudf 
which  said  forged  order  is  as  follows  [setting  out  a  cheque, 
dated  14th  December,  1861,  drawn  by  one  Brown  on  the 
defendants'  bank  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  Brittain,  for  7L], 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided [24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98,  the  Act  consolidating  the  Law 
as  to  Forgery,  &c.].  That  the  said  Thomas  H.  Johnson 
Brown  then  kept  an  account  with  the  defendants  as  and 
then  being  his  bankers,  and  that  the  said  cheque  was  pre- 
sented to  and  paid  by  them  as  such  bankers,  and  was 
afterwards  by  them  delivered  to  the  said  Brown,  and  that 
afterwards  the  said  Brown  brought  the  said  cheque  back 
to  them  and  said  to  them  that  it  was  a  forgery.  That 
afterwards  the  manager  of  the  defendants  received  from 
the  said  Brown  a  letter  and  a  statement  therein  inclosed, 
both  relating  to  the  said  alleged  forgery,  which  letter  and 
statement  were  and  are  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to 
say  [setting  it  forth  fully.  It  commenced  thus  >— ''  Since 
I  saw  you  to-day  I  have  gone  fully  into  the  matter  of  lbs 
cheque  which  I  allege  to  be  forged,  and  I  now  send  yon  a 
full  statement  of  the  facts  for  your  perusal  and  considera- 
tion, and  I  will  see  you  early  in  the  further  on  the  subject  ;** 
and  then  followed  particulars  relative  to  the  forged  ehequC) 
ending,  **  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  he  (the  plain- 
tiff) forged  and  uttered  the  cheque  in  question"]. 

Averment:  that,  on  receipt  of  the  said  letter  and  statement, 
the  defendants  placed  the  statement  and  the  said  cheque  in 
the  hands  of  one  Richard  Mullens,  then  being  the  solicitor 
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of  the  London  Bankers'  Associiitiony  who  had  kurge  exper        1863. 
rience  in  investigating  forgeries  committed  opon  banjKJerSf     ^^^'^^ 
and  requested  the  said  MMlIens  to  investigate  the  said  f. 

charge  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  MuUeps  bad  ^^p^^H.^ 
several  interviews  on  the  subject  of  the  alleged  forgery  with 
the  said  Brown,  and  found  no  reason  to  doubt  his  said  state*- 
inent.  That  the  said  Mullens,  by  means  of  inquiries  by  binp 
made  from  other  persons  than  the  said  Brown,  ascertained 
that  the  71.  cheque  had  in  fact  been  received  from  th^ 
plaintiff  by  one  Smith.  That  they  had  not,  before  they  did 
what  is  complained  of,  any  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of 
the  said  statement  of  the  said  Brown,  whereupon  the  de>- 
fendants,  by  the  said  Mullens,  their  agent  in  th^  behalf 
knowing  the  premises,  and,  by  reason  thereof,  having  reft<- 
aonable  and  probable  cause  for  suspecting  and  suspecting 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  person  who  had  feloniously 
forged  the  said  cheque  with  intent  to  defraud  as  aforesaid, 
by  the  said  Mullens,  as  and  being  their  agent  in  tbf^ 
behalf,  did  give  the  plaintiff  in  custo<)y  of  a  policeman 
and  constable  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  and  gently 
hy  the  hands  of  the  said  policeman  on  the  plaintiff  in 
order  to  take  him  into  custody  for  the  said  offence,  and  to 
take  him  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  authorise  in  tba( 
bdialf,  to  be  examined  by  the  said  justice  touching  and 
concerning  the  said  offence,  and  to  be  dealt  with  ac^ordipg 
to  law  for  the  said  ofience,  and  take  the  plaintiff  to  and  im- 
prison him  in  the  said  police  office  for  the  purpose  of  keep- 
ing him  in  safe  custody  until  he  coald  be  taken  before  such 
a  justice  as  aforesaid  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  ^nd  then 
as  soon  as  reasonably  could  be  take  the  plaintiff  before  su^h 
a  justice  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  said  justice  charge  ih^ 
plaintiff  with  the  said  offence ;  and  thereby,  and  not  other- 
wise, cause  the  said  justice  to  remand  the  plaintiff  for  trial, 
and  to  detain  him  in  prison  to  await  his  trial  on  the  said 
charge  of  forgery,  which  are  the  trespasses  abpve  com- 
plained of,  ^1  of  which  were  necessary  and  reasonable  and 
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1863.  proper  acts  to  be  done  for  prosecuting  the  said  charge 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  for  having  him  dealt  with  accord- 
ing to  law  for  the  said  offence. 
^"loSdoh.^'  3.  That  before  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  they  were 
carrying  on  business  as  bankers,and  that  before  the  said  time 
when,  &c.  some  person,  then  unknown  to  the  defendants, 
feloniously  offered,  uttered,  disposed  of  and  put  off  a  certain 
forged  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  to  wit,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  7/.,  and  commonly  called  a  cheque,  with 
intent  to  defraud,  which  said  forged  cheque  is  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say  [setting  it  out] ;  the  said  person,  at  the  time 
he  so  offered,  disposed  of  and  put  off  the  said  last-mentioned 
forged  order  for  the  payment  of  money  as  aforesaid,  then 
and  there  well  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged,  against  the 
form  of  the  aforesaid  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, &c.  That  the  said  forged  cheque  purported  to  have 
been  drawn  by  one  Brown  in  favour  of  the  plaintifi^  and 
that  the  said  Brown  then  kept  an  account  with  the  de- 
fendants as  and  then  being  his  bankers.  That  the  said 
forged  cheque  was  presented  to  and  paid  by  them  as  such 
bankers,  and  was  afterwards  by  them  delivered  to  the  said 
Brown ;  and  that  afterwards  the  said  Brown  brought  the 
said  cheque  back  to  them  and  said  it  was  a  forgery.  That 
afterwards  the  manager  of  the  defendants  received  from  the 
said  Brown  a  letter  and  statement  therein  inclosed,  which 
letter  and  statement  were  and  are  in  the  same  words  and 
had  the  same  meaning  as  the  letter  and  statement  set 
forth  in  the  second  plea.  That,  on  the  receipt  of  the  said 
letter  and  statement,  they  placed  the  said  statement  and 
the  said  cheque  in  the  hands  of  one  Richard  Mullens,  the 
solicitor  of  the  London  Bankers'  Association,  who  had 
large  experience  in  investigating  forgeries  committed  upon 
bankers,  and  requested  the  said  Mullens  to  investigate  the 
said  charge  against  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  said  Mul- 
lens had  several  interviews  with  the  said  Brown  on  the 
subject  of  the  said  alleged  forgery,  and  found  no  reason  to 
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doubt  any  part  of  the  said  statement    That  the  said  Mul-        1863. 
lens,  by  means  of  inquiries  by  him  made  from  other  per-     ^^^^""^ 
sons  than  the  said  Brown,  ascertained  that  the  7/.  cheque  «. 

had  in  fact  been  received  from  the  plaintiff  by  one  Smith,  "©mdom. 
&c.  That  they  had  not,  before  they  did  what  is  com- 
plained of,  any  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  the  said  state- 
ment of  the  said  Brown,  whereupon  the  defendants,  by  the 
said  Mullens,  as  their  agent  in  that  behalf,  knowing  the 
premises,  and  by  reason  thereof  having  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  for  suspecting  and  suspecting  that  the  said 
forged  cheque  had  been  knowingly  and  feloniously  uttered 
with  intent  to  defraud,  against  the  form  of  the  said  statute, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  person  who  had  so  knowingly 
and  feloniously  uttered  the  said  forged  cheque  with  intent 
to  defraud  as  aforesaid,  by  the  said  Mullens,  as  and  being 
their  agent  in  that  behalf,  did  give  the  plaintiff  into  cus- 
tody of  a  policeman  and  constable  duly  authorized  in  that 
behalf,  and  gently  lay  the  hands  of  the  said  policeman  on 
the  plaintiff  in  order  to  take  him  into  custody  for  the  said 
offence,  and  to  take  him  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  au- 
thorized in  that  behalf,  to  be  examined  by  the  said  justice 
touching  and  concerning  the  said  offence,  and  to  be  dealt 
with  according  to  law  for  the  said  offence,  and  take  the 
plaintiff  to  and  imprison  him  in  the  said  police  office  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  him  in  safe  custody  until  he  could 
be  taken  before  such  justice  as  aforesaid  for  the  purpose, 
and  before  the  said  justice  charged  tlie  plaintiff  with  the 
said  offence ;  and  thereby,  and  not  otherwise,  caused  the 
said  justice  to  remand  the  plaintiff  for  the  said  space  of 
time,  and  afterwards  to  commit  the  plaintiff  for  trial,  and  to 
detain  him  in  prison  to  await  his  trial  on  the  said  charge, 
which  are  the  trespasses  above  complained  of,  &c« 

Metcalfe  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hawkins  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  14th  December,  1861,  one  Brown  gave  the  plain- 
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fStfS.        tiff  a  cheque  for  71.  on  the  defendants'  bank,  which,  having 

^"^      been  presented  and  paid,  was  by  them  retained  to  Brown 

9,  on  the  tst  January,  cancelled  in  the  usual  way.     In  the 

LosDoip.      meantime,  disputes  between  him  and  Brittain,  the  plaintiff, 

had  taken   place;  and,  on  the  20th  December,  he  had 

gitren  the  plaintiff  into  charge  for  obtaining  money  by  false 

pretences,  on  which  he  was  remanded  for  a  week,  and 

then  released  on  bail.     On  receiving  the  cheque  on  the 

2nd  January  he  altered  it  in  the  handwriUng,  and  then 

took  it  back  to  the  bank,  declaring  that  it  was  a  forgery. 

Brown  then  sent  the  bank  the  letter  and  statement  re* 
ferred  to  in  the  pleadings,  to  the  effect  that  the  cheque  was 
forged  by  Brittain,  the  plaintiff,  and  setting  forth  various 
circumstances,  which,  if  true,  would  have  tended  strongly 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a  forgery.  The 
statement  in  the  letter  is  as  follows : — 

"  Particulars  relative  to  the  forged  cheque  for  71.  On 
the  14th  of  December,  Brittain  asked  me  to  advance  him 
71,  to  enable  him  to  procure  some  deals  and  timber,  and 
thereupon  I  gave  him  one  for  7/.,  dated  [t.  e.  past  dated] 
the  21st  December.  This  cheque,  by  his  own  statement, 
he  was  going  to  pay  to  one  Putney.  On  the  morning  of 
Wednesday,  December  18th,  Brittain  came  to  me  and  said 
that  Putney's  bankers  would  not  take  the  cheque  dated 
the  21st,  and  he  asked  me  to  give  him  in  exchange  a 
cheque  for  7L  of  the  current  date,  on  the  understanding 
that  it  should  not  be  presented  until  the  2l8t  day  of  De- 
cember. I  did  so,  and  he  presently  sent  me  the  cheque 
which  I  had  given  him  on  the  previous  Saturday,  and 
which  cheque,  believing  the  transaction  to  be  quite  re- 
gular, I  destroyed. 

''  On  the  20th  of  December  one  Mrs.  Williams  sUted  to 
me  that  she  held  my  cheque  for  7/.,  dated  the  18th  of  De- 
cember, which  cheque  I  produce ;  and  she  said,  that,  on 
December  14th,  Brittain  had  asked  her  to  change  a 
cheque  for  7/.,  and  she  had  said  that  she  could  not  do  so, 
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and  that  on  Monday  he  had  made  a  similar  request  to  her,        1863. 
and  that  she  changed  it  for  him.     That  she  paid  said     B^,^^^m 
cheque  away  on  Tuesday,  December  17th.    That  it  was  r. 

returned  to  her  and  refused  by  reason  of  its  being  post-  tovooN. 
dated  for  the  2 1st  of  December.  That  she  thereupon  ap- 
plied to  Brittain  for  a  cheque  of  the  current  date,  which 
be  promised  to  procure  for  her;  and  that  shortly  after- 
wards he  brought  her  a  cheque  (now  produced)  dated  the 
18th  of  December,  whereupon  she  gave  him  back  the  post- 
dated cheque.  This  cheque  Brittain  returned  to  me  and 
I  destroyed  same  as  before  stated.  I  gave  Mrs.  Williams' 
cheque  for  11,  (now  produced)  in  lieu  of  that  of  which  pay- 
ment had  been  stopped.  The  first  intimation  I  had  of  the 
existence  of  the  cheque  for  7/.,  which  I  say  is  a  forgery, 
was  on  Wednesday  evening  last,  January  Ist,  when  a  Mr. 
Smith  called  upon  me  and  stated  that  he  had  cashed  for 
Brittain  three  cheques,  one  for  11.  5;.,  one  for  11,  6s,  6d. 
and  one  for  11.;  that  he  had  sent  them  in  together  to  his 
bankers,  the  London  and  County  Bank,  Islington  Branch; 
that  the  two  latter  had  been  paid,  but  the  former  had  been 
returned  to  him  on  the  23rd  ult,  since  which  time  he  had 
applied  to  Brittain  and  his  wife  for  ray  address,  and  that 
he  could  not  and  did  not  obtain  it  until  the  afternoon  of 
that  day. 

"  On  the  following  morning,  Thursday,  January  2nd,  I 
obtained  from  the  Bank  of  London  the  cheque  for  IL  pro- 
duced, and  which  I  presume  is  the  cheque  referred  to  by 
Mr.  Smith,  as  it  appears  to  have  passed  through  the 
Islington  Branch  of  the  London  and  County  Bank ;  I  at 
once  recognized  it  as  a  forgery ;  no  part  of  it  is  in  my 
handwriting,  although  in  many  respects  it  has  a  similarity. 
I  believe  the  cheque  to  bear  the  handwriting  of  Brittain, 
although  I  cannot  speak  positively  on  this  point.  This 
much  I  know,  that  on  the  14th  of  December  I  gave  him 
DO  other  cheque  for  11.  than  that  which  was  dated  the  21st 
of  December^  and  which  cheque  it  can  be  indisputably 
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186S.        proved  that  be  changed,  as  before  statedy  and  afterwards 
Brittaih     '^^i^^  >°  exchange  for  the  same  the  cheque  dated  the 

••  18th  of  December,  also  before  stated. 

LojiDoa.  **  I  was  in  the  habit  of  carT3ring  a  few  blank  cheques  ia 

my  pocket  for  business  parposes,  and  aboot  the  14th  of 
December  I  lost  or  mislaid  a  roll  of  these ;  Brittain  was 
daily  at  my  office,  and  my  impression  now  is,  that  he 
found  them,  and  that  the  cheque  in  question  is  one  of 
those  w  hich  I  lost  I  named  my  loss  to  him.  On  search- 
ing at  BrittaiD^s  office  in  the  woiks,  this  day,  I  found  a 
piece  of  paper  herewith  produced  (on  which  certain  at- 
tempts to  copy  my  signature  are  made),  I  bdicTe  them  to 
be  in  Brittain*s  handwriting. 

''  He  is  at  the  present  time  out  on  bail,  being  committed 
to  take  his  trial  at  the  next  Middlesex  Sessions  for  obtain- 
ing money  by  fraud  and  false  pretences,  full  particulars  of 
which  charge  have  appeared  in  the  newspapers.  I  believe 
the  total  amount  of  his  frauds  upon  me,  as  discorered  to 
the  present  date,  are  about  SOL  There  are  one  or  two 
charges  of  embezzlement  and  several  of  forged  receipts. 
I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  he  forged  and  uttered  the 
cheque  in  question." 

The  defendants,  on  the  3rd  of  January,  on  receiving  this 
statement,  took  the  steps  mentioned  in  the  pleaa^  that  is, 
they  put  the  matter  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Mullens,  who, 
on  investigating  the  facts,  gave  the  plaintiff  into  custody 
on  a  charge  of  forgery,  on  which  he  was  brought  up  before 
a  magistrate  and  committed  for  trial,  but  on  which  he  was 
acquitted,  no  evidence  being  offered  against  him. 

Mr.  Mullens  having  in  the  meantime,  by  discrepancies 
in  Brown's  statements,  and  by  microscopic  observation  of 
the  cheque,  satisfied  himself  of  the  plaintiff's  innocence. 

Brown  had  since  been  tried  and  convicted  for  for- 
gery (a). 


(a)  Upon  an  indictment  contain-      question,  but  mlso  ooDtaiDiiig  i 
log  couDta  for  forging  the  cheque  in      for  forging  two  oiker  documeoti  (an 
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Mr.  Mullens  was  now  examined  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  stated  the  circumstances  which  led  him  to 
take  the  course  he  had  done,  and  for  which  it  was  ad- 
mitted the  defendants  were  responsible.  He  was  cross- 
examined  as  to  whether  he  could  not  have  found  out  the 
fraud  before  by  the  same  means. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^There  was  no  forgery  by  Brown  (a), 
and  private  parties  cannot  justify  giving  a  person  into  cus- 
tody except  in  a  case  of  felony.  The  pleas,  therefore,  are 
not  sustained.  Nor  do  I  think  there  is  any  defence  upon 
the  facts.  Even  supposing  that  what  Brown  did  amounted 
to  a  forgery  (a),  there  was  no  reasonable  ground  to  suspect 
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I O  U  and  a  receipt),  which  he  really 
did  forge ;  so  that  it  did  not  become 
material  to  determine  whether  there 
had  been  a  forgery  of  the  cheque 
in  question.  In  a  recent  case  be- 
fore the  Court  for  Crown  Cases  Re- 
served, the  prisoner  was  held  to 
have  been  rightly  convicted  of  for- 
gery in  making  false  entries  in  a 
banker's  pass-book,  of  monies  sup- 
posed to  have  been  paid  in  by  him 
to  show  to  his  employers,  to  satisfy 
them  that  he  had  paid  in  such 
monies,  and  obtain  credit  thereby 
for  such  payments ;  R,  v.  Smithy 
31  L.  J.,  M.  C.  154;  and  that  was 
confirmed  in  R.  v.  Moody^  Ibid. 
156,  on  the  ground  that,  there  being 
a  forgery,  there  was  a  sufficient  in- 
tent to  defraud ;  and  no  doubt  that 
would  be  equally  so  here ;  but  the 
difficulty  here  would  be  as  to  the 
Jff^g^:  (1>^  ^Acts  being  that  Brown 
—(1)  altered  the  handwriting  only. 
Dot  the  words  themselves ;  (2)  that 
he  altered  the  handwriting  of  a 
document  not  to  make  it  pass  as 
genuine,  but  as  not  genuine ;  (3) 
that  he  did  not  get  or  seek  to  get 
credit  for  the  amount  of  it  as  being 


genuine,  but  as  not  being  so ;  (4) 
that  therefore  he  did  not  utter  it,  as 
he  neither  exhibited  it  as  genuine 
nor  sought  to  get  credit  on  the  docu- 
ment itself,  i.  e.,  on  its  being  what 
it  purported  to  be,  but  as  not  being 
wliat  it  purported  to  be,  i.  e.  on  the 
faith  of  a  statement  of  his  own  con- 
cerning it ;  no  doubt  aided  by  the 
altered  or  obscured  handwriting, 
but  still,  mainly,  on  his  own  state- 
ment that  it  was  not  his. 

(a)  As  to  this,  no  doubt  an  alter* 
ation  of  words  or  figures  may  be  a 
forgery;  R,  v.  Teague,  2  £ast, 
P.  C.  479 ;  and  the  forgery  alone, 
without  uttering,  will  be  the  offence 
of  felony ;  it.  v.  ElUott,  1  Leach, 
173;  so  that  the  difficulty  would 
not  be  that  the  document  was  not 
<*  uttered "  but  that  it  was  not 
forged — (1)  because  no  word  or 
%ure  was  altered,  so  that,  assum- 
ing it  to  be  genuine,  its  effect  was 
not  altered ;  (2)  it  was  not  altered 
with  a  view  to  its  being  taken  to 
have  any  eflTect,  but  only  to  counte- 
nance and  support  a  certain  false 
statement  that  it  was  forged,  so  that 
the  essence  of  the  offence  wtm/aUe 
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the  plaintiff  of  it,  that  is,  of  the  forgery,  if  aoy,  which 
had  been  actually  committed.     The  real  offence  com- 

pntence.  The  test  of  this  it,  that 
the  bank  was  not  defraaded  bj  the 
document,  per  te  (and  if  they  kad 
been  it  would  have  been  by  believ- 
ing it  not  what  it  purported  to  be), 
but  by  a  false  statement  about  it, 
as  the  statement  itself  showed. 


No  doubt,  "  any  the  slightest  al- 
teration of  a  genuine  instrument,  in 
a  material  part,  whereby  a  new 
operation  i$  giten  to  j7,  is  a  forgery ;" 
Roscoe,  Crim.  Law,  378 ;  but  all  the 
instances  given  are  of  alterations  of 
the  words  or  figures,  and  such  aa  to 
give  a  greater,  or,  at  all  events,  a  dif- 
Jerent  operation  and  effect.  The 
instance  most  in  point,  assuming 
that  here  there  had  been  any  alter- 
ation of  words  or  figures  is,  that  in 
which  the  place  at  which  a  country 
note  was  made  payable  in  I^ondon 
was  altered ;  R.  v.  Treble,  2  Taunt. 
328.  But  there,  as  in  all  the  other 
cases,  the  instrument  before  being 
uttered  ^aM  altered  in  its  effect,  and 
in  order  to  have  a  new  and  different 
effect.  Suppose  it  were  drawn  post- 
dated, and  the  holder  altered  the 
date  so  as  to  evade  that  objection, 
that  would  be  a  forgery.  Or  sup- 
pose Brown,  getting  hold  of  it  be- 
fore its  being  entered  by  the  banker 
in  the  pass-book  (or  that  Brittain 
by  collusion  with  him),  altered  the 
amount,  so  as  to  get  credit  for  a 
larger  amount,  that  again  might  be  a 
forgery,  for  in  both  cases  the  words 
or  figures  are  altered,  and  altered 
so  as  to  affect  the  operation  and 
effect  of  the  document;  and  in  order 
to  produce  a  new  effect  and  work  a 
fraud  by  means  of  tlie  document 
itself  before  it  is  altered,  or  before 


the  act  of  utterance  ii  complete  and 
its  force  aa  aa  efiectlvt  documeiit 
is  spent.  Here  the  contrary  of  all 
this  was  the  case.  There  was  no 
alteration  of  word  or  figure,  and 
what  was  done  was  after  the  utter- 
ance, and  to  make  it  aiq[»ear  that 
the  effect  it  had  had  was  wrong. 

It  is  laid  down  in  the  aothority 
already  quoted :  **  The  matnimcnt 
must  appear  upon  the  fiice  of  it  to 
have  been  made  to  resemble  a  true 
instrument  of  the  denomination 
mentioned,  so  as  to  be  capable  (Le., 
per  se)  of  deceiving  perscms  using 
ordinary  observation  according  to 
their  means  of  knowledge"  {Ibid.  p. 
382).  •<  But  if  the  instrament  do 
not  appear  to  be  such  as  probably 
might  be  imposed  upon  persona  to 
whom  it  was  likely  to  be  uttered  m 
a  true  inttrument,  the  defendant 
roust  be  acquitted;*'  Ibid.  Thus 
the  best  and  latest  definitions  of  the 
offence  make  its  essence  to  consist 
in  making  that  which  ia  fidse  ap- 
pear as  that  which  ia  true,  and  for 
the  purpooe  of  being  uttered  as 
true,  and  thereby  impoaing  it  on 
the  person  to  whom  it  ia  uttered  u 
being  genuine  and  truei  whereas  it 
is  in  fact  false  and  foiged,  and  of 
producing  this  impoaition  by  the 
force  of  this  instrument  itaelf ;  and 
the  counterfeit  of  the  hand  of  the 
person  whose  true  writing  it  is  to  be 
represented  as  being.  But  here  the 
object  and  effect  was  to  represent 
the  true  writing  of  the  drawer  u 
not  being  his  writing,  and  the 
cheque  had  been  uttered,  and  the 
object  was  to  make  it  appear  to 
have  been  forged,  so  aa  to  destroy 
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mitted  by  Brown,  as  regards  the  cheque^  was  obtaining 
money  or  credit  by  means  of  a  false  pretence  that  it  was 
forged,  whereas  it  was  genuine,  and  that  was  a  misde- 
meanor, not  a  felony,  so  that  the  defendants  could  not  give 
him  into  custody  for  it  (a). 

There  is,  therefore,  no  defence  to  the  action ;  and  the 
question  is  merely  one  of  damages,  as  to  which  the  jury 
will  consider  how  hr  there  was  a  want  of  reasonable  care 

and  caution. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  30/. 
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ha  credit  and  effect,  and  this  was 
done  mainly  by  a  false  statement 
of  fiicts  and  circumstances. 

(a)  Two  cases  of  fraud  before  Po- 
Kce  Courts  baring  been  reported,  in 
the  TWes,  in  which  the  magistrates 
were  stated  to  have  given,  and  acted 
upon,  opposite  opinions  upon  the 
point  whether  a  person  can  legally 
be  apprehended  without  a  justice's 
warrant  for  fraud,  i.  e.  obtaining 
property  by  false  pretences,  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  owner :  Mr. 
Oke,  author  of  the  Magiiterial  8^- 
nopm,  wrote  a  letter  on  the  subject, 
which  it  may  be  useful  to  insert, 
especially  as  it  appears  to  refer  to 
the  case  above  reported. 

**  Such  cases  being  of  daily  occur- 
rence, and  the  reasons  for  the  ma- 
giscrates'  decisions  not  being  given, 
it  appears  to  be  important  that  the 
pnbHc  should  be  well  informed  of 
the  law  upon  the  point,  which  may 
■rise  ia  respect  to  numerous  other 
OMMoes. 

**  Mr.  Arnold,  in  the  first  case, 
after  inquiring  how  the  prisoner 
got  into  cuAody,  observed  that 
the  policeman  *  had  no  authority 
to  take  a  person  into  custody  for 
misdemeanor  without  a  warrant, 
and  the  acctlsed,  being  wrongly  in 


custody,  must  be  discharged ;'  and 
he  was  accordingly  discharged,  the 
report  stating  that  'Mr.  Arnold's 
proceeding  is  based  upon  a  decision 
upon  the  above  point  recently  given 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.' 

'*  In  the  second  case,  Mr.  Selfo 
committed  the  prisoner  for  trial. 

**  Now,  each  of  the  magistrates 
was,  in  my  opinion,  to  some  extent 
correct  in  his  view  of  the  law ;  but 
one  acted  incorrectly  upon  bis  opi- 
nion, if  the  reasons  assigned  were 
as  reported.  Mr.  Arnold  was  right 
in  saying  there  was  no  power  to 
apprehend,  but,  having  the  accused 
before  him,  he  should  have  heard 
the  case,  and  committed  or  dis- 
charged him ;  while  Mr.  Selfe  very 
properly  disposed  of  the  cnse  upon 
the  merits  in  the  ordinary  way. 

"  The  disputed  point  arises,  I  be- 
lieve, upon  the  wording  of  section 
103  of  the  Larceny  Consolidation 
Act  of  1851,  which  provides  that 
*  any  person ybtinrf  €cmmitiitig*  this 
offence  (among  others)  may  be  im- 
mediately apprehended  without  a 
warrant  by  any  perton  and  taken 
before  a  justice ;  and,  further,  that 
any  person  to  whom  any  pro- 
perty is  offered  to  be  sold,  pawned 
or  delivered,  who  suspects  that  an 
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1S51.          o&see  bsi  Wn  eemsystl  wr±  ^  ifottkeMioB  af  tW 

v^  ^^       loper:  10  tt,  =tT  a  Zkf  -artMr  vijck  ii  |wmicily  ihtt  walbjett  for 

B&nTAXV       li^tLeiKl  :^  pevc  c&?z;£  it.  aiset   nqaar    ia    Motbcr    Gmrt 

▼..  r"^..  ^   ^*''^«^  ^>g^te.  tiK   zSkAt  s  ikMjl  t^  mwii  be  acqoittad. 

l^s»ox.       ckbrrfeobi  cbkbtSiv  Uke  edbaec  TV  liiMi  «f  cm  Act  RgnlatiRg 

of  rfen'-iag  yf.^^K'.i  sr  &jk  rre-  pR^xinvT    cxauBttieBs    Mm 

teBca — L  c^  tMB   is  ti«    aes  fif  Taoecs  ia  neb  cmea^  the  11  &^  13 

C0BK2SV  SL    atmilig    to  ^  VicLc  42.1. 17,  vin,Ii 

&t=B  cf  ibe  Lord  Gbc^  Jasix  a  fajr >Ki^  tkal  com.    It  < 

Hff^    T.    £:^!v«.    AprZ.    IS^O  *TW  m  all  cavi  vWn  ttjpci^ 

rrrpened  29  Lcr  J.v^  N.  <L  k«  iki£  ^ptm  or  be  brai^  be- 

Mj^.  Cm.  140;    3    Ltw   T^ma,  fa«nTJa«kc«r^peHcclMrscd 

N.  S.  in.  cpoc  irxfar  Ic^sftce  vi:^  sb  TwfiftaWr  oftnee,  wbecher 

ia  Asocber  Act,  or  it   iscad  ef-  cvrTiTTOfd  s  EagliBd  or  Wtk% 

fcff=«    i^    |nuywti    fer   awe   or  cr  spaa  tSa  k^  Mn^  or  oi  bad 

pav^  be  cszBot  be  a^ynbrnJe^  bcroad 
vstbooi  a  J3fsn's  vmact.    Tbas 
lirv  a  aj»  ^  odc  txkfs  ia  tbe 

RoiKtccikeGfaB  ocabaabed  ma-  aaii  m-mwikmi  — naaf,aramig 

giifi«na!  vork.  vbems,  aaoer  tbe  ia  n><M,^  Abr  aMar  ^  aay  alAcr 

bead   of    -  ibie    prKcoeca.'   af^  r^fea.'c'  lacb  jnatice  abaB,  bgfara 

ufciijjig  to  tbe  abawv  caartaacst  eofMXjaamg  or  bottm:  bin  to  bail, 

and  caae.  it  B  aaU  tba:  :b»  asffa-  takr^depaHiiaaBflf&ewitocaK^ 

becaoB  danm  *a  dtftcfive.  aad  Ac 

does  DOC  asiboRK  tbe  apcrriMoaoa  *  AadL  I  aaj  addt  ibat  by  dbt 

of  tbcp(nocooaiautx=^tb«od(Bce  pecakjar  iapadfeata  of  A>  oftaca 

after  oa  CBmauaeoe.  aJiboo^  iht  of  rftrari^r^  pmymj  by  fidw  pra- 

ode&dcr  maT  bare  t^  jtvpenj  sa  MBoca.  tbe  oCmkr  raaanf  be  oaid 

ae£  or  pava  it.*  oilraca  (tbe  voi^  af  ^ba  aaeliaB 

-  Whb  rq^ani   to   the    aecoad  actboRc^  bit  iffRbcMMi  widi- 

bruxb  t£  tbe  ^oeaboa — wbecber  a  oc:  vanaat^  Ibr  ibe  aaapli  lea- 

Bu^rncraie  tbesjd  bear  a  cbai^  aoa  tbax  tbe  €dbitT  af  Ae  Hale* 

apinMaaaoDBKid  vhebatDccbwa  tocat  aHqped  ai  ^ba  pftf aca   h 

broB^bft  betee  hiai  ia  a  k^  nta-  aisi  Aetectcd  vUULipl  m  nae  ia- 

acf^I  be&ve  tbere  bat  bca  ao  fcaac«s     tSl  aaaK  fimm  aAv  dba 

jiRctd'ciaoaooewmTortbeocbcr;  deoepdoa  m  Made  aad  ^ba  praparty 

bat  I  docibc  doc,  as  it  »  the  alaaac  obtaiaed:   Ibr    if   tiba    party  vaa 

aahvnal  ptactice  to  d»  so.  ibat  arae  at  tbe  titoa  tbat  ibe  itoto- 

wMpttnm  viS  act  wiib  periwt  oMBt  is  hht  tbca  k  baa  aal  baca 

lefalinr  aad  taktj  if  tber  bear  aaj  conmittcd." 

riu.-^   of   aa    is&tab&e    odeoce  fljaAat  ia  R  T.  toavedt  ^< 

«i*^«Bt  iBq[dnB;  isto  tbe  BBode  of  toob  nocbiap. 
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Coram  Crompton,  J.  v^f^fl/ 

FISENDEN  V.  LEVY.  ^l^h^!^'' 


j^CTION  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  and  goods  sold 


Term. 

A  broker  hav- 
and  delivered,  and  on  accounts  stated.  ing  bought 

Plea:  never  indebted.  SJl^detCTi))- 

Hayes,  Serjt.,  and  Barnard  for  the  plaintiff.  ferent  sellers" 

T^.  n     •       4*       1       I   ^      I  for  the  same 

Pigotl,  Serjt.y  for  the  defendant.  buyer,  and  sent 

separate  mM 

The  action  was  to  recover  68/.  Is,  4(1.,  the  price  of  a  notes,  but  one 
parcel  of  French  plums,  alleged  to  have  been  purchased  of  whole ;°evU^ 

the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant  on  the  1 1th  February  last  denceihatin 

■^  -^  such  a  case 

by  Whitmore  k  GriflBths,  colonial  brokers^  who  were  said  this  was  ac- 

to  have  acted  as  agents  for  both  parties.  custo^  ad- 

On  the  10th  February  Whitmore  &  Co.,  who  had  acted  "^^^^.J*^ 
as  fruit  brokers  for  the  defendant,  sent  him  a  bottle  of  the  notes 
French  plums  from   Houstoun  k  Gray,  and  he  said  he  the  quantity, 
would  give  40s.  per  cwt.  for  them  and  would  like  more  binlSung*con^ 
than  they  had.     A  separate  sold  note  was  drawn  up  of  ^^^^  •"fTS*"* 
this  transaction  (thirty-three  cases)  but  no  separate  bought  sutute. 
note. 

Immediately  afterwards  Whitmore  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  forty-two  cases  of  plums 
which  he  had  and  which  were  part  of  the  same  cargo  at 
the  same  price.  The  broker  entered  this  transaction  in  his 
contract  book,  but  unsigned,  and  on  the  11th  prepared 
and  signed  the  contract  notes  of  both  transactions,  and  sent 
the  bought  note  to  defendant.  The  entry  in  the  book, 
not  signed,  stated  the  defendant's  name  ''A.  Levy  of 
J.  Fisenden."  The  sold  note,  which  was  signed  by  the 
brokers,  did  not  mention  buyer's  name,  and  ran  thus : — 
**  Fisenden  k  Co. — We  have  this  day  sold  for  your  ac- 
count forty-two  cases  bottle  plums,  &c. 
(Signed)    "  Whitmore  k  Griffiths,  Colonial  brokers." 

There  were,  it  is  to  be  observed,  two  separate  sold 
notes  of  the  two  parcels  of  plums,  one  to  Houstoun  k 
Grayi  the  other  to  the  plaintiff;  but  there  was  only  one 
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1862.        bought  note  sent  to  the  defendant  comprising  both  the 

^^^^      parcels  (seventy-five  cases),  and   which   ran   thus  (a): — 

n  ''  M.  A.  I^vy. — We  have  this  day  booght  for  your  ac- 

'^'        count  seventy-five  cases  bottles  of  French  plumSi  at  40f; 

per  cwt     Prompt  2  mo. 

(Signed)    "Whitmore  &  Griffiths,  Colonial  brokers." 

The  defendant  retained  the  contract  note  for  nine  days 
and  then  inspected  both  the  parcels  of  plums^  which  lay 
together  at  the  same  place  (as  part  of  same  cargo),  and 
refused  to  accept  them,  as  not  being  according  to  the 
sample-bottle  he  had  had  sent  to  him,  and  to  which,  as  he 
alleged,  all  he  purchased  was  to  correspond. 

Within  the  "  prompt''  he  received  the  invoice  of  the  plain- 
tiS's  parcel  of  goods,  which,  however,  ran  thus : — ''  Bought 
for  Mr.  Levy  by  Whitmore  k  C!o.,"  and  did  not  disclose 
seller's  name,  and  when  on  the  expiration  of  the  "  prompt" 
he  was  applied  to  for  payment  he  repudiated  any  know- 
ledge of  the  transaction  with  the  plaintiff. 

Whitmore,  the  broker,  being  called  to  prove  the  case 
for  the  plaintiff,  stated  that  with  the  bought  note  he  sent 
to  the  defendant  a  letter  stating  that  he  had  bought, 
according  to  his  alleged  instructions,  more  of  the  same  de- 
scription of  plums;  but  it  will  be  observed  that  the  defend- 
ant had  received  no  separate  bought  note  of  the  previous 
parcel.  The  broker  further  stated  that  there  was  a  custom 
to  repudiate  fruit  in  twenty-four  hours  after  delivery  of 
note,  and  that  the  defendant  had  never  objected  except  as 
to  quality,  nor  ever  denied  that  he  had  given  the  vritness 
authority  to  buy  more  plums  of  the  same  description,  nor 
ever  returned  bought  note  or  invoice,  which  latter,  how- 
ever, was  sent  after  repudiation  of  the  contract. 

The  witness,  moreover,  was  asked  whether,  when  a 
broker  sold  fruit  of  two  or  more  owners  to  the  same  person 

(fl)  Blackburx,  J^  had  made     tointpectand  tak«sopiet4if  bongbt 
an  order  at  Chambers,  on  the  ap-     note  and  invoio^. 
plication  of  the  plaintiff,  for  leave 
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at  the  same  price,  there  was  any  custom  in  the  market  as        1802. 
to  bought  and  sold  notes  ?  which  question  was  objected  to, 
and  allowed  and  answered  in  the  affirmative.    The  custom 
was  then  stated  by  the  witness  to  be  that  in  such  a  case 
there  were  separate  sold  notes  but  one  bought  note. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  it  was  not  a  sale  by 
sample  at  all  (a):  that  the  defendant  was  bound  by  the 
broker's  signature  to  the  sold  note ;  or  that  the  bought 
and  sold  notes  were  to  be  read  together  and  did  not  differ 
but  explained  each  other;  or,  lastly,  that  though  even  if 
the  bought  and  sold  notes  differed,  yet  that  they  might  be 
explained  by  parol  testimony  (a) ;  but 

Crompton,  J. — It  is  represented  to  the  buyer  in  the 
bought  note  as  one  entire  contract  for  the  whole  seventy- 
five  cases  {b\  and  I  think  there  is  a  material  variance  be- 
tween the  notes,  so  that  the  otlier  point  will  not  arise. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  which  consisted 
of  Whitmore's  evidence  and  the  notes, 

Crompton,  J.,  said  he  should  direct  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  of  the  variance  between  the  notes,  giving  leave  to 
the  plaintiff  to  move  on  the  ground  that  there  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  a  contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
either  with  or  without  the  alleged  custom  (c). 

Nonsuit  (<f). 

(o)   BM  y.  Rayner,  1  M.  &  W.  that  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 

S43.  right  of  th«  teller  to   let   up   a 

(b)  As  to  the  effect  of  which,  on  contract  not  binding,  by  reason  of 

the   rights   and    liabilities  of  the  its  not  being  within  the  statute.    A 

parties,  see  Oxendale  v.  WclhercUy  custom  cannot  be  allowed  if  it  con- 

9  B.  &  C.  386;    Withert  v.  Rty-  flict,  even  with  a  contract ;  Button 

nMt,  2  B.  &  Adol.  882.  v.  Warren,  1  M.  &  W.  466,  much 

(e)  That  is,  the  custom  as  to  the  less  repeal  a  statute.    And  the  only 

hoMghi  and  iold  notes.    The  alleged  effect  of  a  custom  in  such  a  case 

enstom  as  to    repudiation  within  would  be  to  make  a  broker  agent  of 

twenty- foar  hours  must  be  taken  to  buyer  to  enter  into  a  falid  written 

have  related  to  the  right  of  the  contract,  not  to  bind  him  by  one 

buyer  to  repudiate  on  a  binding  not  valid  under  the  statute. 
contract,  on  the  ground  of  breach  of         (d)  Haye$,  Serjt.,   moved,  but 

■neb  contract,  and  it  would  seem  took  nothing. 


} 


480 

1862. 

London  Sittings, 

Michaelmat 

Term, 

On  an  inter- 
pleader issue, 
there  being 
strong  evi- 
dence that  the 
claimant  had 
been  privy  to 
a  scheme  to 
defeat  and  de- 
fraud the  exe- 
cution creditor, 
not  only  after, 
but  before  the 
judgment;  and 
that,  in  pursu- 
ance  of  this 
scheme,  he  had 
taken  a  trans- 
fer of  the  pro- 
perty of  the 
debtor,  his 
partner: — 
Held,  neverthe- 
less, that 
though  if  it 
were  merely 
meant  as  a 
trick  and  a  de- 
vice by  way  of 
pretended 
transfer,  it  was 
invalid ;  yet,  if 
as  between  the 
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LUFF  V.  HORNER. 

Interpleader  issue,  between  claimant  and  exe- 
cution creditor;  the  question  being,  whether  certain  goods 
taken  at  103,  Great  Russell  Street,  taken  in  execution  on 
the  23rd  May,  1862,  were,  at  the  time  of  their  seizure,  the 
exclusive  property  of  the  claimant,  as  against  the  execution 
creditor,  or,  if  not  his  sole  and  exclusive  property,  his  pro- 
perty in  partnership  with  one  Luff  the  elder,  his  father. 

HuddUston,  Q.C.,  and  T.  J,  Clark,  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
claimant. 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  and  J.  Simon  for  the  defendant,  the 
execution  creditor. 

In  August,  1856,  the  defendant,  a  married  lady,  took 
some  railway  bonds  for  3,000/.  to  the  claimant's  fitther, 
and  asked  him  to  get  them  sold  for  her.  He  got  them 
disposed  of  for  2,250/.,  and  sent  for  her  to  receive  the 
money ;  when  she  went  the  claimant  as  well  as  his  father 
was  present,  and  the  father  told  him  to  hand  the  lady  a 
small  packet,  and  then  told  her  to  hand  it  back  to  him, 
and  then  said,  as  it  would  be  unsafe  for  her  to  carry  so 
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ing^  however,  under  the  partnership  deed,  the  property  in  1862 
the  stocky  and  four-fifths  of  the  proceeds.  In  the  mean- 
time he  amused  the  lady  with  promises  of  marriage  wliich 
he  never  redeemed,  until,  in  February,  1860,  she  dis- 
covered that  he  had  been  deluding  her,  and  pressed  him  for 
settlement  of  the  account.  On  the  18ih  February,  1860, 
she  applied  through  an  attorney  to  whom  she  had  been  in- 
troduced by  him,  and  who  promised  to  use  his  endeavours 
to  obtain  the  money  from  him,  but  put  her  off  with  ex- 
cuses on  the  ground  of  his  alleged  illness. 

At  that  very  time  the  attorney  was  preparing,  in  privity 
both  with  the  claimant  and  his  father,  a  deed  of  dissolution 
of  partnership,  by  which  the  father  assigned  to  the  son  the 
partnership  stock,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  to  be 
paid  him  by  instalments  secured  by  bills  at  two,  three, 
four,  five,  six  and  seven  years  respectively.  On  the  22nd 
the  son,  the  claimant,  saw  the  lady,  and  several  communi- 
cations took  place  between  her  and  the  attorney,  and  she 
swore  that  she  was  not  informed  of  the  intended  deed  of 
dissolution,  which  was  executed  on  the  27th  February^ 
I860.  After  that  negotiations  took  place  between  her  and 
the  father,  through  the  medium  of  the  son,  for  a  settle- 
ment These  negotiations  failing,  in  November,  1861, 
she  issued  a  writ  against  the  father  for  the  recovery  of  the 
money,  and  he  then  went  off  to  the  continent.  In  April 
she  recovered  judgment  by  default  for  1,100/.,  and  on  the 
23rd  May  issued  the  execution  in  question,  under  which' 
goods  at  the  premises  of  the  late  firm  had  been  seized, 
which  under  a  Judge's  order  had  been  sold  for  637/.,  the 
money  brought  into  court  to  abide  the  result  of  this  issue. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  lady,  the  execution  creditor, 
was  that  there  had  been  a  conspiracy  between  the  father, 
her  debtor,  and  the  son,  and  the  attorney  to  defraud  her  of 
the  money;  that  this  conspiracy  had  commenced  when  the 
pretended  delivery  of  the  notes  was  made  to  her ;  that  it 
had  been  carried  out  with  the  complicity  of  the  son,  and 

YOL.  III.  L  L  p.p. 


BOKVEB. 
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1802.  y/^s  completed  by  the  deed  of  disaolotion,  which  was  only 
j^^„  colourable,  and  inteDded  only  as  a  trick  to  defeat  her  eze* 
cution,  and  a  means  of  securing  to  the  father  all  the  hemefit 
of  the  property,  while  relieving  it  of  liability  for  this  debt. 
Since  the  dissolution,  the  old  name  of  the  firm,  Luff  & 
Son,  had  been  retained;  but  subsequent  creditors  had 
since  been  paid  by  the  claimant's  cheques  in  his  own  name; 
and  it  was  proved  that  the  elder  Luff  had  been  out  of  Eng* 
land  CTer  since  and  had  not  at  ail  interfered  in  the  busi- 
ness ;  and  that  the  claimant,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  deed,  had  paid  all  the  partnership  debts,  and  had  also 
paid  all  outgoings  for  materials  and  labour  in  the  business 
oi pianoforte  manufacturer. 

It  was  suggested  for  the  claimant,  that  even  supposing 
the  deed  of  dissolution  invalid,  the  stock  had  been  changed, 
but  this  was  not  pressed,  and  the  issue  was  tried  on  the 
validity  of  the  alleged  dissolution  and  assignment. 

Cromptox,  J.  (to  the  jury). — If  the  transfer  of  the  stock 
was  really  intended  to  take  effect,  it  would  be  valid,  what- 
ever its  object.  If  it  was  not  intended  to  take  eflieet,  as 
between  the  parties,  then  it  would  not  be  ralid.  The 
facts  and  dates  suggest  that  the  object  was  to  evade  the 
lady's  claim;  but  that  object  might  be  consistent  with 
either  view. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff(a). 

(a)  Bv  consent,  on  terms  agreed  to  while  the  joiy 
their  verdict. 
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HOME  CIRCUIT. 


Maidstone  Crown  Court,  coram  Byles,  J.  \W2. 

REGINA  r.  LUCK  and  others.  '«•'  r*^" 

JilANSLAUGHTER.    The  prisoners,  eight  in  number,  More  than  nine 
were  indicted  for  feloniously  killing  one  Gray.  geven  were 

jP,  Russell  2Lnd  F.  J,  Smith  for  the  prosecution.  guns,  being  out 

at  night  in 

Ribton  for  Luck  and  another  prisoner,  Allchin.  pursuit  of 

game,  were 

Addison  for  five  others,  Burgess,  Catt,  Clapsen,  Obey  met,  as  they 

-  passed  through 

and  Stevens.  a  field,  from  one 

^1  .1         tf*i/>^ii*T  111         .1      wood  to  ano- 

On  the  night  of  the  22nd  of  January  last,  the  night  ther,  by  a  party 

being  misty,  though  moonlight,  the  prisoners  had  assem-  crsf^tlwiu*" 
bled  al  Mailing:,  and  gone  to  the  woods  of  an  estate  called  fire-arms,  but 

°'  °  ,  who  at  once 

Roydon  Hall,  seven  of  them  having  guns  for  the  purpose  araaulted  them 
of  shooting  game.     When  they  got  there  and  had  fired  six  and  one  of' 
shots  at  game,  the  keepers  heard  them,  and,  without  guns —  iangerous  * 
the  deceased  beinc;  however  armed  with  a  flail — came  upon  weapon,  a  flail, 

,  ,  .  ,  likely  to  inflict 

them,  and  met  them  as  they  were  going  across  a  meadow,  deadly  ii^ury, 
through  which  there  was  a  footpath,  towards  another  Th^uck one©? 
wood,  about  midnight.     The  evidence  for  the  prosecution  „**  o^^S^dT* 

was,  that  when  the  prisoners  saw  the  gamekeepers  they  anotherof  them 
'  ^  b  r  J   fired  and  killed 

him.  The 
grand  jury  were  directed  to  throw  out  bills  for  murder  against  two  of  the  men,  one  of  whom 
was  supposed  to  have  fired  the  fatal  shot,  and  the  whole  nine  were  indicted  for  manslaughter. 
There  was  evidence  that  they  all  stood  in  a  row  and  cried  "  shoot  :** — Held^  that,  whether  or 
not  the  man  who  fired  the  shot  could  be  identified,  none  of  the  prisoners  would  be  guilty, 
milets  parties  to  the  act  of  firing ;  and  that  though  their  being  in  a  row,  and  crying  out 
*'  shoot "  was  evidence  that  they  were  parties  to  the  act,  it  was  only  evidence,  and  its  effect 
Would  depend  upon  how  far  all  the  circumstances  showed  that  the  firing  was  in  pursuance 
of  a  common  design  to  shoot,  or  only  in  consequence  of  a  particular  personal  encounter. 

Held,  also,  that  an  approver  having  given  evidence  that  one  of  the  prisoners  fired  the  shot, 
a  policeman  might  be  asked  whether  another  of  them,  who  had  given  information,  had  not 
itAted  that  it  was  a  different  man  who  fired. 

LI,2 
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1862.  stood  ID  a  ''  row/'  or  a ''  line  ;*'  but  there  was  some  attempt 
to  raise  a  doubt  whether  this  did  not  refer  to  their 
being  in  the  act  of  passing  along  the  footpath  in  single 
file.  It  was,  however,  no  more  than  a  doubt ;  and  at  the 
close  of  the  case,  it  appeared  that  the  path  led  in  a  diffe* 
rent  direction  from  that  in  which  the  prisoners  were  going, 
and  that  they  were  going  from  one  wood  to  another,  and 
from  their  number,  and  the  fact  that  only  six  shots  had 
been  fired,  it  would  seem,  that  they  were  going  on  to  shoot 
at  game,  though  this  did  not  distinctly,  by  express  proof, 
appear. 

Two  of  the  men  (Luck  and  Eversfield)  were  indicted  for 
murder,  as  they  were  supposed  to  have  been  the  two  men 
mentioned  as  having  threatened  to  shoot. 

The  learned  Judge  charged  the  grand  jury  on  the  case 
with  special  reference  to  the  evidence,  upon  the  depositions, 
of  an  affray  with  Gray  before  the  firing  of  the  fatal  shot, 
and  the  use  by  him  of  the  flail ;  and  he  told  the  grand 
jury  that,  as  the  poachers  were  not  engaged  in  a  felony, 
the  use  of  the  flail  with  violence  might  reduce  the  ofience 
to  manslaughter,  the  men  having  the  guns  in  their  hands 
ready  loaded. 

In  consequence  of  this  the  grand  jury  threw  out  the  bills 
for  murder,  and  found  true  bills  against  all  the  prisoners 
for  manslaughter. 

Nine  men  altogether  had  been  apprehended^  but  in  the 
course  of  the  assize, 

F.  Russell^  for  the  prosecution,  applied  to  the  learned 
Judge  for  leave  to  have  one  of  them  (Hawks)  admitted  as 
a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  and 

The  learned  Judge,  having  the  assurance  of  the  learned 
counsel  that  it  was  necessary  for  justice,  allowed  this  to  be 
done. 

The  other  eight  men  were  accordingly  now  arraigned  at 
the  bar  charged  with  manslaughter,  and  also  with  night 
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poaching.    Their  names  were  Luck,  Allchin,  Eversfield, 
Stevens,  Obey,  Clapsen,  Burgess  and  Catt. 

jP.  Russell  and  F.  J.  Smith  were  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution. 

Addison  was  counsel  for  five  of  the  prisoners — the  five 
last  named. 

Ribton  was  for  the  two  first  named,  Luck  and  Allchin ; 
Eversfield  was  not  defended  by  counsel. 

F.  Russell,  in  opening  the  case  and  stating  the  law  as 
applicable  to  it,  said  that,  by  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19, 
6.  II,  any  person  might  arrest  men  found  committing  an 
indictable  ofience  at  night. 

The  learned  Judge  observed,  that  there  was  another 
power  to  arrest  in  such  a  case,  under  an  older  Act  (9  Geo. 
4,  c.  69)  not  repealed. 

F.  Russell  said  that  was  so;  and  he  supposed  he  might 
take  it,  then,  that  the  gamekeepers  had  power  to  arrest 
the  poachers  in  this  case  (a) ;  and  if  the  gamekeeper  killed 
had  used  no  unnecessary  violence,  and  had  acted  tem- 
perately in  his  efibrts  to  apprehend  them,  the  man  who 
shot  him  would  have  been  clearly  guilty  of  murder.  But 
if,  in  attempting  to  arrest  them,  he  had  used  more  violence 
than  necessary,  or  had  used  a  weapon  likely  to  inflict  a 
serious  injury,  and  did  not  act  with  caution  and  tem- 
perance, it  might  well  be  that  the  provocation  given  by 
such  violence  might  reduce  the  crime  to  manslaughter. 
Still,  however,  the  man  who  fired  would,  at  the  very  least, 
be  guilty  of  manslaughter.  And  as  regarded  the  other 
prisoners  who  were  all  present,  engaged  in  the  common 
purpose  of  committing  an  indictable  offence,  and  also  in 
the  common  purpose  of  resisting,  with  deadly  weapons, 
lawful  apprehension  and  arrest,  they  were  all  equally  guilty 

(a)  Ste  Rote.  Cr.  Ev.  532;  ud  vide  R.  r.  Wood,  1  F.  &  F.  470;  R. 
T.  Archer^  ibid.  Z6\. 


1862. 


480 


1862. 


BCOINA 

V. 

Luck 
iind  Otbcn, 


CASES  ON  THE 

in  the  eye  of  the  law  of  the  same  crime  of  manskiagbter. 
He  cited  R,  v.  Edmeads  (a). 

The  first  witness  called,  one  of  the  watchers,  said,  tbey 
heard  no  less  than  six  shots  before  they  met  the  men.  The 
prisoners  came  within  six  or  seven  yards  of  them,  and  quite 
near  enough  to  hear  what  was  said.  Seven  of  them  had 
guns(i);  the  gamekeepers  had  none,  but  Gray  bad  a 
flail,  which  was  produced.  One  of  the  poacbers  said, 
''  The  first  man  that  sets  a  step  forward  1*11  aboot"  Gray 
called  out,  **  Oh,  you  would  not  be  so  cowardly  as  to 
shoot."  The  man  cried  out,  "  So  help  me  God,  I  will." 
Another  gamekeeper  called  out,  ''  No,  no ;  the  same  (Sod 
who  is  over  you  is  over  me.  You  won't  shoot.'*  One  of 
the  prisoners  declared  he  would.  The  witness  could  not 
say  who  it  was.  Gray  then  said  to  his  men,  ''  Are  you 
ready  V  and  they  made  a  rush  at  the  prisoners.'  One  of 
the  men  fired  his  gun,  and  Gray  was  shot  in  the  thigh. 
The  witness  believed  that  he  was  shot  before  any  blow  was 
struck.  He  did  not  fall  at  once.  He  struck  one  or  two 
blows  afler  he  was  shot.    Then  he  fell. 

Another  witness  stated  that  the  prisoners  ''  stood  in  a 
row,'*  and  he  thought  there  were  thirteen.  He  spoke  to 
the  same  expressions.  One  man  said, ''  Shoot,  shoot."  All 
the  men  down  the  row  said  so,  or  seemed  to  say  so.  Gray 
rushed  forward,  and  the  witness  heard  the  flail  rattle  be- 
fore he  was  shot.  The  prisoners  had  not  moved  from  their 
places  before  the  shot. 

Another  of  the  watchers  described  the  scene  in  a  similar 
way,  but  stated  that  the  prisoners,  when  they  saw  the 
gamekeepers,  **  formed  themselves  into  a  line,  as  one  of 
them  ordered  them  to  do."  He  believed  it  was  Luck  who 
fired  the  gun.     He  saw  it  fired,  and,  to  the  best  of  his 

(a)  3  C.  &  P.  390.     **  It  18  a  and   pointed    their   gunt    at   the 

question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  what  keepers." 

the  common  purpose  was ;  the  evi-  (6)  And  as  tiz  had  been  just  fired 

dence  there,  being,  that  the  pri-  off,   probably  only  one  remained 

Boners  were  all  drawn  up  in  a  line,  loaded,  and  that  was  the  one  fired. 
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belief,  Luck  was  the  man.     He  could  not  say  whether        1862« 
Gray  struck  any  one,  but  he  did  not  strike  that  man  who 
fired ;  not  before  he  fired.     After  the  shot  was  fired  the 
witness  was  knocked  down,  and  he  could  not  recognize  any 
other  of  the  men. 

Another  of  the  gamekeepers*  assistants  described  the 
prisoners  as  '*  in  a  line  across  the  meadow,"  and  said,  they 
told  the  keepers  to  stand  back,  or  they  would  shoot.  He 
saw  one  of  the  prisoners  turn  the  butt  of  his  gun  up  to 
strike  Gray,  who  said,  "  That  looks  a  little  more  manly 
than  shooting."  Then  the  witness  said  he  believed  that 
Gray  made  a  blow  with  the  flail,  and  as  soon  as  he  had 
made  a  blow  he  was  shot  by  another  prisoner,  not  the  one 
he  had  struck  at.  The  man  pointed  the  gun  at  Gray  and 
shot  him  in  the  thigh ;  who  it  was  the  witness  could  not 
say  positively,  but  believed  it  was  Luck. 

Another  of  the  assistants  described  the  prisoners  as 
'*  standing  in  a  row." 

None  of  the  witnesses,  however,  spoke  as  to  any  other 
than  one  gun  being  presented  or  fired. 

Hawks,  the  approver,  swore  that  Burgess  and  Luck  had 
guns,  and  that  Luck  fired  the  shot ;  that  the  deceased  hit 
at  one  of  the  prisoners,  he  could  not  say  which,  and  that 
Luck  then  fired  the  fatal  shot. 

A  police  officer  proved  the  admission,  by  all  the  other 
prisoners,  that  they  had  been  at  the  affray. 

Ribton^  in  cross-examination,  elicited  that  Allchin  had 
first  given  information,  and  then  proposed  to  extract  what 
he  bad  stated  as  to  which  of  the  prisoners  fired  the  fatal 
shot 

Russell  objected  :  and 

Btlbs,  J.,  doubted,  because  Hawks  could  only  be  dis' 
credited  out  of  his  own  mouth,  or  contradicted  by  an  eye- 
witness, and  not  by  hearsay ;  but 

Ribton  pressed  that  he  could  not  call  Allchin. 
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1862.  Btlbs,  J.,  reloctantly,  in  favoor  of  the  prisoner,  allowed 

the  qaestion. 

RibUm  elicited  that  Allchin  had  stated  that  it  was  Parr- 
geu  who  fired  the  fatal  shot. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution, 

Ribton  submitted  that  there  was  no  case,  unless  it  were 
held  that  the  prisoners,  being  all  present,  were  equally 
guilty. 

The  learned  Judob  said  he  certainly  did  not  mean  so  to 
bold. 

Ribion. — ^Then  there  is  no  case,  I  submit  There  is  no 
evidence  of  any  authority  to  apprehend  the  men,  and  there 
IS  evidence  that  some  of  them  were  assailed. 

Btles,  J.,  said  that  it  had  been  held,  even  under  the 
old  act  of  George  4,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  a 
''  deputation"  to  a  gamekeeper  from  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
but  that  any  person,  even  a  watcher,  might  apprehend 
parties,  to  the  number  of  three  or  more,  who  were  with 
weapons  on  land  in  pursuit  of  game. 

Ribton. — Provided  they  are  "  found  committing^'  the 
offence.  Here  the  men  were  not  in  a  wood,  but  in  a 
meadow  through  which  there  was  a  footpath. 

Btles,  J. — On  their  way  to  another  wood. 

Ribton. — ^There  was  no  evidence  of  that. 

Btles,  J. — It  is  for  the  jury,  I  think.  The  whole 
question  was  for  the  jury.  First,  who  fired  the  fatal  shoti 
If  that  man  could  be  identified  he  was  undoubtedly  guilty 
of  manslaughter.  Next,  whether  he  could  or  could  not 
be  identified,  the  question  would  be  which  of  the  men 
were  participating  in  the  very  act  Suppose  all  agreed 
that  a  shot  should  be  fired,  but  the  particular  man  who 
fired  it  could  not  be  identified,  they  would  all  be  equally 
guilty. 
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Addison,  on  behalf  of  the  five  prisoners  he  defended,  ^862. 

submitted^  on  the  authority  of  two  cases,  Reg.  v.  Davis  (a),  reqina 

Heg.  V.  Meadkam(b),  that  the  men  could  not  be  lawfully  •• 

arrested  unless  **  found  committing  the  offence,"  and  that  and  Othen. 
there  was  here  no  evidence  that  the  men  had  any  intent  to 
take  game  on  the  spot  where  they  were  attacked. 

Btles,  J.,  observed,  that  in  one  of  these  cases  the  men 
were  on  a  turnpike  road,  at  some  distance  from  the  wood. 

Addison  urged  that  here  they  were  on  a  meadow,  through 
which  there  was  a  footpath,  and  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence who  was  the  owner  of  the  meadow  or  of  the  other 
wood. 

Upon  this. 

The  learned  Judge  called  a  witness,  the  son  of  the 
owner  of  one  of  the  woods,  who  stated  that  the  other 
wood  was  also  in  the  occupation  of  his  father;  that  there 
was  a  footpath  through  the  meadow,  but  that  it  lay  in  a 
direction  quite  different  from  that  which  the  men  were 
taking. 

Btles,  J.,  then  said  he  thought  there  was  a  fallacy  in 
the  suggestion  that,  because  the  men  were  not  actually 
found  shooting  or  searching  for  game  in  the  meadow, 
.therefore  they  were  not  "  found  committing"  the  offence 
of  night  poaching ;  because  the  offence  under  the  statute 
was  **  being  on  any  land  unlawfully  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
stroying game  or  rabbits,"  and  the  men  might  well  be 
deemed  to  be  found  in  the  meadow  **  for  the  purpose*'  of 
taking  game  in  the  wood.  The  whole  question,  it  appeared 
to  him,  would  be  for  the  jury. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Byles,  J.  (to  the  jury). — ^The  questions  are,  who  fired 
the  fatal  shot,  and  who  were  parties  to  the  act?  for  who* 
ever  it  was  that  fired  the  shot  was  clearly  guilty  of  man- 
Co)  8  C.  &  P.  759.  (6)  2  C.  &  K.  633. 
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slaughter.  The  use  of  the  flail,  although  it  might  reduce 
the  offence  from  murder  to  maDslaughter,  could  not  reduce 
it  any  lower;  and,  he  repeated,  whoever  fired  that  shot 
was  beyond  all  doubt  clearly  guilty  of  manslaughter.  So, 
all  who  were  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  act  were  equally 
guilty  of  that  crime.  Now,  as  to  Luck — the  prisoner 
chiefly  charged  with  the  offence — the  chief  evidence  against 
him  was  that  of  the  accomplice,  and  it  was  perfectly  true 
that  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  required  corroboration, 
and  that  not  merely  as  to  the  fringe  or  margin  of  the  case, 
but  as  to  its  substance,  and,  above  all,  as  to  the  persons 
accused  ;  but  here,  although  the  accomplice  who  had  been 
admitted  evidence  stated  that  the  man  who  fired  the  shot 
was  Luck,  the  other  accomplice  who  had  made  statements 
inculpating  the  others — Allchin — had  said  that  it  was  Bur- 
gess. So  that  it  had  depended  merely  on  the  choice  by^ 
the  police  of  one  or  the  other  of  those  prisoners  as  witness 
for  the  Crown,  whether  the  man  charged  with  firing  the 
shot  would  be  Luck  or  Burgess.  The  question  then  was  as 
to  the  other  and  independent  evidence  against  Luck ;  and 
as  to  that,  although  there  was  ample  and  abundant  evi- 
dence that  he  was  there,  there  was  no  positive  evidence 
that  he  had  fired  the  fatal  shot  There  was  positive  evi- 
dence that  the  gun  was  seen  pointed  at  the  gamekeepers, 
and  that  was  not  reconcilable  with  the  theory  of  accident. 
There  was  evidence  of  belief  that  the  man  was  Luck,  but 
no  positive  evidence ;  and  at  night,  in  a  scuffle  like  this,  it 
was  very  difficult  to  get  such  evidence.  The  jury  might 
vehemently  suspect  that  Luck  was  ^he  man  who  fired  the 
gun,  but  in  a  case  of  this  nature,  on  a  charge  on  which 
very  serious  punishment  must  follow  upon  conviction,  and 
on  which,  indeed,  his  life  had  been  in  danger,  they  must 
be  satisfied  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that  he  did  fire  it, 
in  order  to  convict  him  on  the  present  charge  on  that 
ground.  But,  in  the  next  place,  even  assuming  that  it 
could  not  be  ascertained  who  fired  the  shot,  all  who  were 
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present,  and  were  parties  to  the  act,  were  certainly  guilty ; 
and  it  had  been  held  and  admitted  that  if  all  were  in  a  row 
or  a  line  when  the  gun  was  pointed  and  fired  that  would  be 
strong  evidence  of  a  common  purpose  or  design  to  shoot. 
It  is,  however,  for  your  consideration,  that  though  there  were 
seven  guns,  only  one  was  fired  (a),  and  it  is  not  clear  that  it 
was  fired  when  the  men  were  in  a  line.  And  on  the  point 
whether  there  was  a  common  purpose  to  shoot  it  is  most 
material,  for  if  the  men  had  all  a  design  to  shoot — and 
many  of  them  had  guns — why  did  they  not  all  shoot?  Or, 
at  all  events,  why  did  not  more  that  one  shoot?  This 
argument  equally  applies  whoever  it  was  that  fired  the 
gun.  But  if  Luck  fired  the  shot,  was  it  fired  by  him  in 
consequence  of  the  severe  personal  encounter  he  had  had 
with  the  keeper?  If  so,  then  it  would  not  be  fired  in  pur- 
suance of  any  common  design  (i).  Now,  if  you  cannot  say 
who  fired  the  shot,  then  you  should  not  convict  any  of  the 
prisoners  unless  satisfied  that  all  of  them  were  parties  to 
the  act. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of 

Not  guilty,  as  to  all  the  prisoners. 

Russell  then  proposed  to  proceed  upou  the  charge  of 
eight  poaching  (c). 


1862. 


{a)  Sed  vide  ante,  p,4S6(b). 

(6)  The  above  case,  like  that  of 
Regina  v.  Frani,  Vol.  II.,  p.  580, 
it  a  remarkable  illustration  of  the 
reaction  against  the  old  doctrine  of 
eontintetive  homicide;  and  of  the 
return  to  the  more  rational  and 
humane  rule  or  test  of  complicity 
which  characterizes  the  modern 
cases,  Tiz.,  a  participation  not  merely 
in  a  common  design,  but  a  com- 
BDon  design  to  commit  a  felony, 


and  a  felony  homicidal  in  its  nature, 
and  likely  to  lead  to  homicide; 
vide  R.  V.  T^ler,  8  C.  &  P.  616; 
and  Rose.  Cr.  £v.  673. 

(c)  The  prisoners  pleaded  guilty 
to  the  charge  of  night  poaching; 
and  Btles,  J.,  sentenced  Luck 
and  Burgess  to  a  year's  imprison- 
ment with  hard  labour,  and  the 
other  prisoners  to  four  months'  im- 
prisonment. 
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Ktmt  Wiuler 
Asnus, 

Theprtfooer 
bad  leized  bif 
wile,  a  beat/, 
corpulent 
woman,  and 
dathed  her 
▼iolentlv  on 
the  brick  floor 
of  a  kitchen, 
and  then  ftnick 
her  with  the 
tongi  on  her 
thigh,  inflicting 
a  setere  bruiie, 
but  no  injury 
in  itself  fatal. 
8he  languished 
fen  days,  during 
which  she,  at 
bis  desire,  and 
in  eflect  driven 
away  by  him, 
sought  shelter 
at  a  friend's, 
where,  at  the 
end  of  that 
time,  she  died ; 
be  providing 
DO  medical  aid, 
and  no  doctor 
visiting  her 
until  the  day 
before  her 
death,  when  it 
WAS  too  late. 
The  medical 
evidence 
showed  that 
she  was  dis- 
eased, but  that 
she  might  have 
lived  for  an 
indefinite  pe- 
riod ;  and  that 
the  effect  of 
the  whole  of 
the  violence 
was  to  hasten 
her  death,  bv 
a  shock  to  the 
nervous  sys- 
tem calculated 
to  ag^avate 
the  disease : — 
Ueldf  that  if 
this  were  so,  be  was  guilty  of  manslaughter. 


REGIXA  V.  MURTON. 

J.  HE  prisoner  was  arraigned  for  feloDbosIy  killing  and 
slaying  his  wife.     He  was  also  indicted  for  an  asaanlt. 

F.  Russell  for  the  prosecution. 

Ribton  for  the  defence. 

The  prisoner^  a  rarmer,  at  Wickling,  about  Gfteen  miles 
from  Chatham^  lived  with  the  deceased,  as  -his  wife,  about 
thirty  years,  and  had  a  daughter,  who  lired  at  Chatham. 
The  wife  was  a  heavy,  corpulent  woman;  but  on  Wed- 
nesday, the  22Dd  of  October  last,  was  to  all  appear- 
ance in  good  health  and  strength,  and  the  prisoner,  on 
leaving  home,  said  he  desired  the  best  bedroom  to  be  got 
ready,  as  he  should  bring  home  a  friend  with  him  the  next 
day.  On  that  day  he  called  at  the  house  of  his  daughter 
at  Chatham,  and  from  something  he  there  dropped  she 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was  about  to  take  home  a 
woman  of  the  town  with  him,  and  she  felt  it  her  duty  to 
go  to  Wickling  and  protect  her  mother  from  insult  and 
outrage.  She  proceeded  there  at  once,  and  as  she  walked 
along,  her  father,  in  a  cart,  having  two  women  with  him, 
overtook  her.  She  got  up  into  the  cart,  and  went  with 
them  to  the  house,  where  they  arrived  about  eleven  o'clock 
at  night.  When  they  got  there,  the  two  women  were 
shown  into  the  parlour  with  the  husband,  the  wife  being 
in  the  kitchen.  He  ordered  some  supper  for  the  women, 
and  it  was  brought  in  by  the  daughter.  About  twelve 
o'clock  he  said  it  was  time  to  go  to  bed,  and  one  of  the 
girls  said  she  did  not  mean  to  go  to  bed  while  his  wife 
was  in  the  house,  and  that  she  would  not  have  come  if  she 
had  known  the  wife  was  there.  Upon  that  he  became 
excited,  and  came  out  into  the  passage  and  said  be  would 
very  soon  clear  her  out.     He  went  into  the  kitchen  with  a 
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hunting-whip  in  his  handy  and  striking  his  wife  with  it        1862. 
said,  "  Go  out,  or  Til  kick  you  out/*      He  seized  her      ^^^^^ 
violently  by  the  arms,  lifted  her  up,  and  dashed  her  down  v. 

upon  the  brick  floor.  She  was  shaken  by  the  shock, 
and  could  not  at  once  get  up,  and  was  sitting  on  the  floor, 
when  he  went  to  the  fireplace,  took  up  the  tongs,  and 
struck  her  with  them  violently  on  the  thigh.  She  screamed 
out  He  repeated  the  blow.  The  daughter  tried  to  pro- 
tect her;  but  he  struck  her  on  the  head,  and  she  rushed 
out  of  the  house  for  help,  leaving  her  father  and  mother 
there;  but,  as  there  was  no  help  to  be  got,  soon  came 
back,  and  found  her  mother  where  she  had  left  her,  on  the 
floor  in  the  kitchen.  The  poor  woman  was  helped  up  to 
the  servant's  bed,  where  she  lay,  while  her  husband  was 
in  her  bed  with  one  of  the  women.  She  was  carried,  at 
the  urgent  instance  of  the  prisoner,  to  a  neighbour's  house, 
where  from  that  time  she  languished  and  drooped,  in  great 
pain,  until,  on  the  tenth  day,  she  died.  She  had  no  me- 
dical attendance  or  advice  until  the  day  before  her  death, 
when  it  was  too  late. 

F,  Russelly  in  stating  the  case  to  the  jury,  said  the  ques- 
tion for  them  would  probably  be  whether  the  violence 
which  the  poor  woman  had  received  was  the  cause  of  her 
death ;  or,  whether  her  death  was  in  any  material  degree 
produced  or  accelerated  by  that  violence.  Undoubtedly 
the  medical  evidence  would  show  that  there  was  some 
enlargement  of  the  liver  and  that  the  deceased  was  cor- 
pulent, but  it  was  not  enough  to  free  the  prisoner  from 
reponsibility  that  the  deceased  was  in  some  degree  in  a 
diseased  state.  In  Roscoe's  Criminal  Evidence,  4th  ed. 
(1857,  tit.  "  Murder,"  p.  695),  it  is  laid  down  :— 

*'  HoweTer  feeble  the  condition  of  the  deceased  may  have  been,  and 
however  short  his  tenure  of  life,  it  is  equally  murder  as  if  the  person  killed 
had  been  in  the  prime  of  youth  and  vigour.  Accordingly,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  deceased,  a  sick  and  infirm  old  man,  was  violently  beaten 
with  a  pair  of  tongs,  of  which  in  a  few  hours  he  died,  and  it  was  urged 
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18d2.  that  bu  death  wai  rather  owing  to  hit  pferkms  infirm  oondition  tliaii  to 
the  assault,  it  was  held  to  be  murder;  RoaMsy's  Cosf,  I  Home,  183; 
AHsod's  Princ.  Cr.  Law  of  Scot  149.  The  same  point  lately  arose  in  a 
case  in  this  country.  Upon  a  trial  for  roanslanghter,  it  appeared  that  the 
deceased,  at  the  time  of  the  blow  given,  was  in  an  infirm  state  of  health, 
and  this  circurottancc  was  observed  upon  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  bat 
Parke,  J.,  in  addressing  the  jury,  remarked,  '  It  is  said  that  the  deceased 
was  in  a  bad  state  of  health,  and  that  is  perfectly  immaterial,  as,  if  the 
prisoner  was  so  onfortunate  as  to  accelerate  her  death,  he  must  answer  for 
it;'  R.  T.  Mmriin,  5  C.  &  P.  130 ;"  Rose  Cr.  £v.,  5th  ed.,  p.  678. 

That  being  the  law,  be  presumed  the  question  for  the 
jury  would  be  whether  the  death  of  the  poor  woman  was 
hastened  by  the  violence  which  she  had  received  from  her 
husband.  They  would  observe  that  she  had  never  recovered 
from  it,  and  had  drooped  and  languished  under  it  until,  in 
ten  days,  she  died. 

The  daughter  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, when  she  came  to  the  part  of  her  evidence  which 
related  to  the  last  hours  of  her  mother,  she  was  asked, 
after  stating  that  her  mother  had  said  she  was  '*  going 
fast,"  what  words  she  afterwards  used. 

Ribton  objected  to  this  evidence  of  her  statements. 

F.  Russell  contended  that  they  were  admissible  as  dying 
declarations ;  and 

The  learned  Judge  said  they  would  be  so  if  she  were  of 
opinion  that  she  then  thought  herself  in  a  dying  state. 

Ribton  urged  that  the  statements  would  not  be  admis- 
sible if  they  related  to  matters  not  necessarily  connected 
with  the  death,  or  the  violence  suggested  as  its  cause,  but 
to  other  and  prior  matters,  and  especially  if  they  conveyed 
the  mere  impression  on  the  mind  of  the  deceased  as  to  the 
result  of  other  treatment  prior  to  the  particular  violence  in 
question. 

The  learned  Judge,  after  some  discussion  and  considera- 
tion, said  he  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  evideiKe  was 
admissible,  because,  although  general  in  its  form,  it  might 
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be  deemed  to  embrace  the  particular  violence  in  question.        1862. 
Its  effect,  when  admitted,  was  for  the  jury;  but  he  was      "v^"^^^ 
clear  that  it  was  admissible.     If,  on  reflection,  he  should     _  «. 
alter  his  opinion,  he  would  reserve  the  point.    At  present 
he  had  no  doubt  at  all  about  it. 

The  witness  then  stated  that  her  mother,  some  two  or 
three  hours  before  her  death,  said,  **  That  wicked  man  has 
caused  my  death  ;**  and  added,  that  her  being  turned  out 
of  her  house  was  the  cause  of  it.  She  also  complained  of 
pain  in  her  back. 

Cross-examined,  the  witness  admitted  that  her  mother 
was  a  little  addicted  to  drinking,  but  she  declared  she  had 
not  known  her  drunk  for  years. 

Ribton,  in  cross-examining  her,  asked,  '*  Were  your 
father  and  mother  married  ?" 

Witness. — I  believe  so. 

Ribton. — Have  you  not  heard  from  your  father  that  he 
was  not  married  to  her  ? 

Tlie  learned  Judge  asked  how  that  was  evidence  ?  How 
could  the  prisoner's  own  statements  be  evidence  in  his  fa- 
Tour? 

Ribton  pressed  that  evidence  of  reputation  might  be 
admitted.. 

The  learned  Judge  said  general  reputation  might  be, 
but  not  specific  statements  by  the  prisoner  in  his  own 
favour. 

The  witness  was  then  asked  if  she  had  heard  from  other 
persons  that  her  parents  were  not  married.  She  said  she 
bad  only  heard  her  father  say  so. 

The  deceased  went  to  a  neighbour's  on  Sunday,  got 
worse  and  worse,  and  died  on  the  next  Sunday.  On  the 
Saturday  she  said  she  was  going  fast,  and  that  that  wicked 
man  had  broken  her  heart.  The  prisoner  had  desired  her 
to  go*    The  wife  did  not  as  far  as  appeared  consent  to  it. 


MURTON. 


496  CASES  ON  THE 

1862.  The  person  at  whose  house  the  poor  woman  had  died 

^'^^      was  then  called.     The  witness  said  that  when  deceased 

Reoina 

9.  came  to  her  house  she  was  dreadfully  low,  was  always 

crying,  could  take  nothing,  complained  of  pain  in  her 
back,  shoulders,  and  thigh.  She  got  worse  and  worse, 
and  sank  gradually  until  she  died,  a  week  after  she  came. 
There  was  a  very  large  bruise  on  her  thigh.  The  deceased 
drank  three  little  spirit  glasses  of  gin  daily.  On  the 
Saturday  night— the  night  she  died — she  said,  "That 
wicked  man  has  broken  my  heart." 

This  witness,  as  well  as  the  former  one,  was  pressed  a 
good  deal  in  cross-examination,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
prisoner,  as  to  the  drinking  of  gin  by  the  deceased.  Her 
account  of  it  was  that  the  poor  woman  was  so  low  in 
spirits  and  could  take  nothing  else  to  support  her,  as  she 
could  not  eat  or  take  nourishment,  and  she  took  the  gin  in 
very  small  quantities. 

Russell  was  re-examining  as  to  this,  when 

The  learned  Judge  interposed  and  said  it  was  wholly 
irrelevant. 

The  medical  man,  who  was  called  in  on  the  day  before 
the  death  of  the  deceased,  said  he  found  her  complaining 
of  great  illness,  and  in  particular  of  thirst  and  vomiting ; 
her  pulse  quick  and  weak,  which  indicated  failing  strength. 
She  complained  of  pain  in  her  side  and  back,  and  he  found 
a  black  mark  on  the  inside  of  her  thigh  as  large  as  the 
crown  of  his  hat.  This  indicated  a  blow,  such  as  might 
have  been  given  by  the  tongs  produced.  Her  skin  was 
yellow  in  colour,  and  the  appearances  indicated  disease  of 
the  liver.  She  said  she  should  never  get  over  it,  and  was 
going  fast.  This  was  on  the  Saturday.  She  placed  her 
hand  on  her  heart  and  said,  **  The  villain  has  broken  my 
heart."  He  did  not  see  her  again  alive.  She  died  on  the 
Sunday  morning,  and  he  made  a  post  fharlem  examination 
on  the  Monday.    The  heart  was  enfeebled  by  fat  and  the 
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liver  enlarged  with  depositions  of  fkL  The  kidneys  were  1862. 
diseased  in  a  similar  manner.  There  was  a  nenrous  or  sym-* 
pathetic  connection  between  the  thighs  and  the  kidneys* 
The  appearances  of  disease  in  the  liveri  Sec,  were  all  of 
long  standing  and  indicated  disease,  which  must  have  com- 
menced before  the  blows.  A  person  with  such  disease 
might  live  on  for  a  considerable  time.  It  might  be  for  an 
indefinite  time.  He  coold  not  say  as  to  years.  The 
symptoms  of  disease  indicated  nothing  fatal  in  its  cha-> 
racter.  As  far  as  he  could  see,  the  blood  would  be  in  an 
impiire  state,  and  on  any  renewed  disturbance  of  the  liver 
would  part  more  readily  with  the  seroua  or  watery  part, 
which  would  flow  into  the  abdomen  and  affect  the  action 
of  the  heart  (along  with  what  was  already  there),  and  thus 
tend  to  cause  it  to  stop.  Havii^  heard  the  evidence  of  the 
treatment  she  had  received  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  tended 
to  bring  about  a  state  of  body  which  had  led  to  her  deaths 
and  but  for  that  treatment  and  the  shock  it  had  occasioned 
to  her  nervous  system  she  might  liave  lived  on  for  a  con-* 
siderable  period.  The  witness  was  then  being  asked  as  to 
whether  the  appearances  indicated  the  effects  of  drinking, 
when 

The  learned  Judge  interposed  and  said  he  did  not  see 
how  that  was  relevant,  because  the  witness  had  stated  the 
symptoms  of  disease  and  the  effects,  and  the  causes  of  such 
disease  were  quite  immaterial. 

RibUnif  in  cross-examination,  pressed  the  topic,  how- 
ever, further,  and  elicited  that  in  the  state  in  which  the 
woman  was  spirits  were  not  fit  for  her  and  would  tend  to 
put  her  in  a  worse  position ;  and  she  might  have  been 
better  had  she  been  treated  properly.  She  was  in  such  a 
state  of  health  that  a  little  disturbance  of  her  condition 
might  make  it  incurable.  He  could  not  say  that  the  three 
glasses  of  gin,  with  the  absence  of  medical  evidence  for 
several  days,  had  hastened  her  death,  but  he  could  not  say 
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1862.  anything  as  to  probability  of  recovery.  There  were  symp- 
toms of  dropsy.  The  vomiting  might  be  a  resolt  of  that, 
or  of  disease  of  the  liver.  Had  he  been  called  in  earlier 
he  should  have  prescribed  calomel,  opium,  and  an  efier^ 
vesciDg  draught ;  but  his  opinion  now  was  influenced  by 
what  he  knew  of  the  state  of  the  organs  after  death. 

The  witness  went  on  to  state  that  mental  anguish  would 
aggravate  the  disease.  Looking  at  the  past  wwrtem  exami- 
nation alone,  he  said  he  might  have  thought  that  the  wo- 
man had  died  from  natural  causes. 

Re-examined. — It  would  not  be  right  to  form  a  judg- 
ment from  the  post  mortem  examination  alone,  but  from 
all  the  symptoms  shown  before  death.  The  effect  of  a 
very  violent  blow  might  be  to  cause  such  a  diock  to  the 
nervous  system  as  would  render  the  disease  incurable. 

Another  medical  man  (a  surgeon  practising  in  this  town, 
and  also  surgeon  to  the  gaol)  having  heard  the  evidence, 
stated  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased had  been  accelerated  by  the  blow. 

The  learned  Judge  said  that  was  not  quite  the  proper 
form  in  which  to  put  it.  Would  the  blow,  given  to  a  per- 
son in  that  condition,  tend  to  hasten  death  ? 

Witness. — I  think  so,  certainly.  There  was  a  great 
check  to  the  nervous  system,  and  such  violence  would  tend 
to  hasten  her  death  in  her  then  condition. 

Cross-examined. — Mental  anguish  would  tend  also  to 
aggravate  it.  But  the  witness  did  not  think  that  earlier 
medical  attendance  would  have  saved  her  life,  the  shock  (o 
the  system  had  been  so  serious.  He  added  that  he  should 
not  have  stopped  the  spirit-drinking  at  once. 

This  was  the  case  for  the  prosecution. 

Ribton  called  no  witnesses  except  to  character,  and 
urged  as  the  topics  of  defence,  chiefly,  that  the  drinking 
the  gin  in  the  woman's  state  of  health  (a),  and  the  want  of 

(a)  This  would  seem  to  have  and  also  to  tend  ttroogly  to  abow 
been  rather  a  topic  of  aggravation,     that  the  shock  would  have  been 
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early  medical  aid  (a),  had  been  the  real  causes  of  her        1362. 
death. 

Btlbs,  J.  (to  the  jury). — You  will  have  to  say  whether 
the  life  of  the  deceased  was  shortened  by  the  treatment 
she  received ;  if  so,  you  will  convict  the  prisoner ;  if  not, 
you  will  acquit  him.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
deceased  was  at  times  given  to  indulgence  in  drink.  The 
woman  also  had  been  for  some  time  in  declining  health, 
but  there  is  positive  evidence  that  just  before  the  event  in 
question  she  was  in  her  usual  health  and  strength,  and 
went  about  her  business  as  usual  with  her.  It  will  be  for 
you  to  say  whether  you  have  any  doubt  that  though,  like 
most  persons,  she  had  the  seeds  of  dissolution,  her  life 
might  not,  as  the  medical  witness  stated  it  might,  have 
been  indefinitely  prolonged,  had  it  not  been  for  the 
violence  she  received.  The  evidence  is  that  blows  were 
struck ;  but  it  is  not  suggested  that  these  blows  directly 
caused  the  death  of  the  deceased.  The  case  for  the  prose- 
cution is,  that  the  whole  violence  taken  together  caused  or 
hastened  the  death.  The  evidence  of  the  witnesses  is 
strong  that  the  prisoner  dragged  the  deceased  off  her  seat 
and  threw  her  on  the  brick  floor.  Perhaps  it  may  be 
charitably  conjectured  that  when  he  took  up  the  tongs  he 
did  not  mean  to  injure  his  wife  with  them,  but  that  he  did 
strike  her  with  them  (there  being  the  mark  of  the  blow  upon 
her)  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt.  As  to  the  effects, 
a  day  or  two  after  this  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that 
there  was  a  great  change  for  the  worse.     She  was  in  very 

more  likely  to  produce  death.  The  posing  a  marriage  had  been  for- 
more  the  woman  was  enfeebled  by  mally  proved,  would  have  sup- 
disease  the  more  certain  was  death  ported  an  indictment  for  man- 
to  be  the  result.  slaughter,  and  probably  was  in  the 
(<i)  This  also  would  seem  to  have  mind  of  the  learned  Judge  at  one 
been  a  topic  of  aggravation  rather  part  of  his  summing  up,  when  he 
than  defence,  for  whose  duty  was  it  alluded  to  deprivation  of  neces- 
to  have  produced  medical  aid?  The  saries. 
neglect  of  the  prisoner  to  do  so,  sup- 
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low  spirits,  and  cried  very  mncliy  ftnd  on  that  might  wise 
a  very  important  question  as  to  the  distinction  between 
mental  anguish  and  bodily  injury.  The  woman,  however, 
appears  to  have  complained  of  pain  in  her  back  and  her 
loins.  As  to  the  drinking  of  the  gin,  it  does  not  seem  lo 
have  been  very  important,  for  one  of  the  medical  men  said 
he  should  not  have  withdrawn  it  entirely,  as  she  was  in  a 
very  low  condition. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  prisoner  soggested  that 
the  woman  had  died  of  the  gin  and  the  want  of  early 
medical  aid. 

That  is  for  you  to  consider.  Within  a  few  hours  of  her 
death  the  woman  said  that  her  husband  had  caused  her 
death,  but  to  some  of  the  witnesses  she  said  that  he  had 
*'  broken  her  heart,"  and  that  being  turned  oat  of  her 
home  had  caused  her  death.  Taken  altogether  these 
dying  declarations  are,  perhaps,  more  in  favour  of  than 
against  the  prisoner ;  for  if  the  woman  died  of  a  broken 
heart,  and  from  anguish  at  being  turned  out  of  her  home, 
it  would  not  be  a  case  of  manslaughter.  To  constitute 
that  crime  there  must  have  been  some  physical  or  cor- 
poreal injury,  negative  or  positive,  as  a  blow  or  the  depri- 
vation of  necessaries,  or  the  like.  Almost  the  last  thing 
she  had  said  was,  ''That  villain  has  broken  my  hearU" 
There  was,  however,  violence,  which,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, might  have  accelerated  her  death.  She  was^  no 
doubt,  a  diseased  person,  but  the  medical  men  said  she 
might  have  lived  an  indefinite  time,  and  that  the  shock  she 
had  received  would  tend  to  cause  that  state  of  body  from 
which  she  had  died — that  is,  nut  the  original  disease,  but 
the  slate  of  disease  which  was  the  proximate  cause  of  death. 
There  is  a  piece  of  evidence  in  favour  of  the  prisoner— via., 
that  looking  at  the  post  mortem  appearances  alone,  the  me- 
dical men  would  have  ascribed  her  death  to  natural  causes 
alone.  But  then  that  must  be  taken  along  with  the  whole 
of  the  evidence,  which  would  lead  to  a  different  conclusioo; 
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and  both  the  medical  men  stated  that  violence  to  a  person  1W2, 
in  this  condition  would  tend  to  accelerate  death.  The 
teffect  of  their  united  evidence  was^  that  the  shock  caused 
her  to  die  sooner  than,  in  all  human  probability,  she  would 
have  done.  That  is,  in  substance,  the  case  for  the  prosecu- 
tion. And  I  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution, 
that  violence  which  hastened  death,  may  be  murder  or  man- 
slaughter (according  as  it  was  intended  to  have  such  a  re- 
sult or  not),  otherwise  a  weakly  or  diseased  person  could 
never  be  murdered.  It  is  clearly  the  law,  that  if  the  death 
was  accelerated  by  violence,  so  that  death  happened 
sooner  than  it  otherwise  would  have  done,  that  is  homi- 
cide. It  is  not  murder,  unless  death  was  intended,  but  it 
is  manslaughter  if  the  violence  hastened  the  death.  Mere 
unkind  or  unhusbandlike  usage  is  not  enough,  and  there 
must  be  violence  physical  or  corporeal.  If  the  being 
treated  so  and  turned  out  of  her  home  had  preyed  upon 
her  spirits  and  broken  her  heart,  it  is  not  a  case  of  man- 
slaughter, and  human  tribunals  can  take  no  cognizance  of 
it  as  a  criminal  offence.  The  question,  then,  for  you  lies 
in  a  very  narrow  compass  indeed.  The  question  is,  was 
the  violence  used  towards  the  deceased  on  the  kitchen 
floor  on  that  night  the  cause  of  her  death  in  this  sense — 
that  it  hastened  her  death  ? — that  is,  did  it  cause  her  to 
die  sooner  than  she  otherwise  would  have  died  ?  Did  the 
blows,  or  the  throwing  on  the  floor,  or  both  conjointly, 
hasten  her  death,  and  cause  her  to  die  sooner  than  she 
otherwise  would  have  done  ?  If  so,  you  should  find  the 
prisoner  guilty;  if  not,  acquit  him. 

A  verdict  of  guilty  (a). 

(«)  Sentence,  four  yean*  penal  have  been  a  clear  case  of  murder, 

■ervitude.    The  learned  Judge  in  and  it  was  auuroed  that  he  had  not 

passing  wntence  said,  that  if  the  intended  to  inflict  any  such  injury, 

prisoner  bad  intended  Co  inflict  any  and  so  was  only  guilty  of  man- 

serioQs  injury  on  his  wife,  it  would  slaughter. 
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Auitu.       J-  HE  prisoner,  a  labourer,  was  indicted  for  an  abominable 
In  a  criminal    oifence  (with  a  mare)  on  the  26th  July  last. 

case,  the  sole 

witneaa  to  the        Ormerod  for  the  prosecution, 
commtaaion  of  ^ 

the  offence  Addison  for  the  defence, 

hanng  sworn 

m>Vknow  Oie         '^^^  principal  witness — the  only  one  who  gave  direct 

prisoner  at  the  evidence  of  the  crime — was  a  woman,  who  swore  that  she 

time,  evidence  .       ,  .  i    •  «      i        i         i  » 

was  admitted     saw  it  Committed  as  she  stood  m  a  hedge  by  the  road 

that  she  had^n  ^^^^*     ^^^  swore  before  the  magistrates  and  also  now,  that 

fact  known        ghg  Jij  not  know  the  man,  and  she  had  only  been  able  to 
him  for  yean.  ^ 

describe  him  to  the  police  by  his  dress  and  appearance, 

but  a  day  or  two  afterwards,  being  shown  the  prisoner  by 
the  police,  she  professed  to  identify  him  as  the  man.  Be- 
fore the  magistrates  she  stated  that  in  the  meantime  she 
had  been  to  his  house  to  inquire  after  him.  This  she  now 
denied,  and  her  deposition  was  read  to  contradict  her  on 
that  point.  There  was  some  con6rmatory  evidence  as  to 
the  horse  having  been  at  the  spot  indicated  by  the  woman, 
but  no  other  evidence  that  the  man  was  there.  One  of  the 
witnesses  before  the  magistrate  was  his  employer,  a  farmer, 
who  was  not  now  present. 

A  policeman  proved  that  he  saw  him  a  few  days  ago 
when  he  was  in  bed,  having,  as  he  said,  **  his  usual  winter 
complaint;''  but  what  that  was,  and  whether  it  was  more 
than  a  mere  cold,  and  whether  it  still  subsisted,  or  would 
render  it  unsafe  for  him  to  travel,  there  was  no  evidence, 
and  no  medical  witness  was  called,  though  a  medical  cer- 
tificate, that  a  few  days  ago  the  witness  was  not  in  a  fit 
state  to  attend,  was  proffered  in  evidence. 

Byles,  J.,  however,  refused  to  receive  it  or  to  allow  the 
deposition  of  the  witness  to  be  read,  deeming  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  evidence  within  the  statute  that  the  witr 
ness  was  too  ill  to  travel  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 

Addison,  for  the  defence,  pointing  out  that  from  the 
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nature  of  the  case  be  could  not  possibly  contradict  the 
chief  witness  on  the  fact  itself,  proposed  to  contradict  her 
as  to  her  statement  that,  at  the  time,  she  did  not  know  the 
man,  and  with  that  view  a  respectable  witness  was  called, 
who  stated  that  he  had  known  both  the  prisoner  and  this 
woman  for  years,  and  that  they  knew  each  .other  well,  and 
were,  in  fact,  intimately  acquainted. 

Ormerod,  in  reply,  admitted  that  this  evidence  was  not 
to  be  doubted,  and  suggested  that  the  woman  might  have 
denied  the  acquaintance  from  shame  at  acknowledging  an 
intimacy  with  a  man  who  could  be  guilty  of  such  a  crime. 

No  objection  was  taken  to  the  evidence  (a),  and 

Bylbb,  J.,  left  it  strongly  to  the  jury,  telling  them,  in 
effect,  that  if  they  believed  it  (and  he  saw  no  reason  to 
doubt  it),  then,  as  it  was  clear  the  woman  had  committed 
perjury,  they  could  not  rely  on  her  testimony,  and  would 
do  well  to  acquit  the  prisoner. 

Verdict,  not  guilty. 


1862. 


(a)  See  R.  v.  Gibbon,  31  L.  J., 
M.  C.  98.  As  the  effect  of  it  was 
Dot  to  disprove  or  dispute  the 
identity  of  the  prisoner  hut  rather 
to  tirengtken  it,  it  should  seem  that 
il  was,  strictly  speaking,  collateral 
to  the  issue,  and  of  course  the  wo- 
man could  only  be  contradicted  or 
discredited  out  of  her  own  mouth, 
aa  to  anjrthing  not  going  to  the 
issue ;  Tolman  v.  JoAni/one,  Vol.  II., 
p.  66.  It  was  not  as  if  the  fact 
disproved  was  so  mixed  up  with,  as 
to  be  material  to  the  truth  of  her 
■tory,  for  it  did  not  matter  whether 
she  knew  him  or  did  not,  assuming 
that  he  was  there,  (which  was  not 


denied),  and  that  hei^story  was  true, 
so  that  the  case  did  not  quite  re- 
semble that  of  M*Kewan  v.  Thorn" 
ton.  Vol.  II.,  p.  594.  It  came, 
howerer,  within  the  rule  as  laid 
down  in  Ailomey'Ceneralj,  HUeh" 
cock,  1  £zch.  91,  as  it  went  directly 
to  the  credibility  of  her  story ;  if 
not,  as  in  Melhuuh  t.  Collier,  19 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  493,  as  a  statement 
relcTant  to  the  matter  in  issue. 
And  see  Fowka  t.  The  Manchester 
and  London  Life  Inturance  Com^ 
pany,  ante,  p.  440.  Is  not  the  true 
rule  this,  that  it  is  for  the  Jwdge 
what  is  material! 
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Kent  Wintf 

AuiMCM, 


REGINA  V.  SMITH. 

JLHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forgingyand  also  for  utter- 
On  an  indict-  ing  on  the  7th  January,  1861,  a  forged  bill  of  exchange 
ingand^  ^  ^'  (as  accepted  by  one  Ottoway),  be  well  knowing  it  to  be 
llSg 'r'  forged. 

I?;S"^«t  F'  J'  Smith  for  the  prosecution. 

whMe  Mme  Ribton  for  the  defence. 

informed  oflt  The  bill  was  dated  on  the  7th  January,  1861,  and  drawn 

anddid not  **  t\^vGQ  months.     On  that  day,  the  prisoner  said  to  the 

repudiate  it—  prosecutor  that  he  had  a  bill  for  35/,,  and  asked  him  to 

the  jury  were      '  .    ^  ,   ,       ,  ,  . 

directed  to        take  it  for  a  debt  due  to  him. 

hc^wu  caiiel        ^^  ^^^  9^^\nt  day  the  prisoner  telegraphed  to  Ottoway, 

as  a  witness,      ^\^  whom  he  had  had  bets  and  dealings  in  bills,  that  he 
and  denied  any  °  ' 

previous  au.      had  got  a  bill  '^  done  "  in  his  name,  and  next  day  wrote  to 
him  to  the  same  effect. 

Ottoway,  who  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  denied  any 
authority  to  use  his  name,  was  asked  if  he  had  taken  any 
notice  of  this  letter,  stated  that  he  had  not. 

Upon  which, 

Byles,  J.,  said  it  was  impossible  that  the  jury  could 
convict  the  prisoner  of  forging  or  uttering  a  bill  as  forged, 
when  the  person  whose  name  was  alleged  to  have  been 
forged,  being  informed  of  the  use  of  his  name  at  the  time, 
had  not  repudiated  it  (a). 

Accordingly,  under  his  Lordship's  direction,  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  of 

Not  guilty. 

(m)  Because,  on  the  same  prin-  knouit  of  tbe  forgery)  alto  the  in- 
ciplc  on  which  an  acceptor,  indors-      dorsing ;  so  as  again^  the  pMk, 


ing  a  bill  of  which   the  drawtr^t  who  are  interested  in  a  ^ 

name  is  forged,  is  estopped  from  tion^  he  is  estopped  from  denying 

denying  the  drawing;    Becman  v.  an  acceptance,  which  he  has  allowed 

Ducky  1 1  M.  &  W.  251 ;  and  (if  he  to  circulate  as  his  own. 
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Ouildford  Civil  Courts  coram  JBramwett,  B.  1862. 

SMITH   V.  TORR-  Surrey 

T  Summer  Attitei* 

R  ESP  ASS  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods.  A  bailiff  hav- 

Pleas :  inter  alia,  not  possessed,  and  also  a  justification  in^.^d^luTg- 

under  a  dist  ress.  ^^^Ja^?^  "" 

mained  there 
Shee,  Seijt.,  and  J.  P.  Murphy  for  the  plaintiff.  bn^STr 

Lush  and  Barnard  for  the  defendant.  befn^then  ex- 

On  Monday,  the  8th  of  October,  1860,  the  defendant  l^^'J^^, 
distrained  on  the  plaintiff  at  Rotherhithe  for  15Z.  rent.    He  taking  Uie 

'  goods  dis- 


re- 


had  sold  his  interest  in  the  premises,  and  signed  the  deed  trained  upon 
of  conveyance,  leaving  it,  in  the  usual  way,  in  the  hands  of  off  thepre. 
his  attorney  until  the  money  should  be  paid,  as  it  was  on  JS^^Jdth' 
the  8th,  just  after  the  distress.    The  distress  was  not  on  ail  othen  not  in- 

,  ,.11  1  1  ...     eluded  in  the 

the  goods  m  the  house,  but  on  certam  goods  mentioned  in  distrets:— 

an  inventory.     By  an  arrangement,  the  bailiff  who  had  ^^neof  * 

distrained  went  out  every  night  and  returned  in  the  morn-  confusion  of 

.  .    property  did 

ing.     He  did  so  until  and  upon  Saturday  night,  but  on  bb  not  apply  to 

return  on  Monday  morning,  after,  it  will  be  observed,  the  owner  from* 

lapse  of  the  five  days  allowed  by  the  statute  for  remaining  ^"fi^^flf   ^^^ 

on  the  premises,  he  was,  very  soon  after  re-entrance,  ex-  ^«*r«,  whether 

.  the  distress  was 

pelled  and  put  out  of  possession  (a).     The  goods  had  not  not  at  an  end, 

been  appraised  or  condemned,  and  the  valuers  were  going  ^j^ would 
down  for  the  purpose,  but  finding  the  man  out  of  posses-  ^^f  ^  ^* 
sion,  told  him  to  wait  and  watch,  which  he  did,  until  the 
Thursday,  when,  seeing  a  loaded  van  at  the  door,  he  called 
the  police,  who  seized  the  van  filled  with  goods,  and  took 
it  to  the  green-yard.  The  magistrate,  however,  directed 
that  they  should  be  given  up  to  the  landlord,  and  the  goods 
were  taken  to  an  auctioneer's.  On  being  examined,  it 
turned  out  that  they  included  some  goods  not  in  the  in- 
ventory.   Those  seized  as  a  distress  were,  however,  after- 

(a)  A  reasonable  time  is  allowed      selling  the  goods  distrained ;  Fiii 
to  the  landlord,  after  the  expiration      ▼•  Shew,  4  B.  &  A.  208. 
of  the  five  days,  for  appraising  and 
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wanff  yi€iiti£(*d  ij  :2«  baiLa^  and  thej  wen 
and  lO'yi,  reajxc::?  I«*s  than  tiie  rent  dae.  The  other 
goodfl  were  la^  asrie  ibr  the  plaintiff,  who,  however,  had 
not  uken  tbem.  On  these  &cts,  it  was  obfected^fifBt,  that 
the  defendant,  bavicig  sold  and  coorejed  hk  ertate,  had  no 
ri^ht  to  dstrtin ;  a&j  that  the  plaintiff^  ^™g  mingied  hb 
goodj  with  those  which  had  been  distrafaied  opoo,  cooM 
not  comptain  of  their  aefzore. 

The  learned  Babo5  ruled  the  first  point  in  fiiTOor  of  the 
defendant,  u  the  deed  appeared  not  to  have  been  fully 
exerjoted  until  after  the  distress.  The  next  point  he  mled 
in  favoar  of  the  pl^ntiff,  as  the  doctrine  of  confoaion  of 
property  did  not  apply*  in  his  opinion,  to  distinct  chattels 
like  chairs  and  tables,  bat  to  commodities  snch  as  oom, 
wine,  oil,  and  the  like,  of  which  there  couU  be  a  com- 
mingling of  substance.  But  the  learned  Baron  also  inti- 
mated that,  as  another  question  of  law  might  arise  (a)  it 

(t)  Awomiiig  thaU  there  hid  M.  227.  The  pntiei  would  be  in 
been  no  onrcotonable  delay  eceord-      tcij  modi  the  ume  podtioo  m  if 


tog  to  the  cete  jott  cited  (or  if  there 
were,  then  the  bauliff  would  be  a 
tre^paner,  in  the  caie  either  of  an 
eiecution  or  a  distre«;  Winter- 
homme  ▼.  Morgan,  1 1  East,  395) ; 
the  exclusion  or  eipalsioo  of  the 
bailiff  would  simply  be  wrongful, 
and  of  course  work  no  alteration  in 
the  legal  position  of  the  parties, 
and  there  having  been  a  fresh  pur- 
suit and  distress,  the  case  would,  in 
substance,  be  the  same  as  if  the 
tenant  had  removed  the  goods  with 
a  view  to  elude  a  distress  (for  the 
Undlord  could  hardly  be  in  a 
woru  position  than  if  a  distress  had 
not  been  made  at  all,  assuming  the 
withdrawal  of  the  goods  wrongful), 
and  if  so,  then  the  landlord  might 
distrain,  provided  the  jury  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  removal  was 
fraudulent;  John  v.  Jenkins,  1  C.& 


they  had  agreed  that  if  the  rent  1 
DOC  paid  the  landloid  nigfat  re-enter 
and  distrain ;  Hoilmmd  v.  Birdf  10 
Bii^.  15;  in  which  case  a  second 
distress  on  nie  same  goods  woold 
be  Uwful;  IM.  In  tnHh,  if  the 
removal  were  wroogfiil,  it  anioanted 
to  a  rcacoe ;  and  the  landlord  eoold 
not  be  in  a  worse  position  than 
if  it  had  been  rightlhl,  under  such 
an  agreement.  In  c^m  of  rescoa 
he  could  re-distrain  on  fresh  par- 
suit,  and  it  would  only  he  a  vohm- 
tary  leawng  of  the  goods  whidi 
would  be  an  eieadbaawal  of  the 
distress;  Rick  v.  WooUey.  7  Bing. 
965;  KnmdtM  v.  B^aAe^  5  Bing. 
499.  Assuming  the  case  to  he  one 
of  pound  breach,  then  so  hi  ftook 
an  action  lying  against  the  land* 
lord  he  could  have  sued  any  party, 
even  an  auctioneer,  who  had  re- 
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'would  be  a  proper  case  for  settlement^  on  which  it  was  re-  1862. 
ferred  to  his  Lordship  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides  to  say 
on  what  terms  it  should  be  settled,  and  he  decided  that  the 
goods  unsold  should  be  given  up,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
-be  paid  10/.  as  damages,  and  that  there  should  be  no 
further  proceedings  on  either  side. 

moved  and  sold  the  goods ;  Turner  fully  be  expelled,  and   a  distress 

T.  Ford,  15  M.  &  W.  212.     On  cannot  be  fno(/e  off  the  demised  pre- 

the  other  hand,  if  the  bailiff  had  mises  nor    repeated   or    renewed 

remained  in  an  unreasonable  time,  when  the  first  distress  has  become 

he  would  have  been  a  trespasser ;  abortive  by  the  landlord's  fault,  then 

Ash  v.  Dawnayy  8  Exch.  Rep.  237 ;  it  should  seem  the  latter  would  have 

und  the  landlord  if  he  sanctioned  been  liable  for  the  re-seiaure  of  the 

it ;    Webber  v.  Tummon,  6  M.  &  G.  goods. 
236.    And  as  he  then  might  right- 


ROBERTS  V.   RICHARDS.  Surrey 

^y^  Summer  Juisiesm 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  a  discharged  servant  against  his  In  an  action 

late  master  for  libel  and  slander,  imputing  to  him  robbery  charged "ser- 

while  in  his  service.    The  defendant  had  pleaded  a  justifi-  ▼?nj«R«n«t 

*^  •'      ^        his  late  master 

cation,  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  robbing  for  slander, 
,  .  imputing 

aim.  robbery ;  the 

Ribton  and  Lumley  Smith  for  the  plaintiff.  pleading  that 

.  t  Txr    » .     xxT- »..  0       t       ^  ^^^  plaintiff 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Wathm  WtUiams,  for  the  defendant.       had  robbed 

him  in  giving 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant,  a  broker  in  the  city,  re-  away  pieces  of 
sided  at  Norwood,  in  this  county,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  that  if  they^ 
been  in  his  service  as  gardener.    Coming  down  one  day  to  JJc  servant* 
his  door,  he  saw  the  cook  givinsc  some  pieces  of  bread  from  might  fairly 

o        o  r  iuppose  the 

her  apron  to  the  plaintiff.    There  was  a  contest  of  evidence  master  would 
as  to  the  size  and  character  of  these  pieces,  one  side  de-  £11?  i*?|^iing 
scribing  them  as  stale  scraps,  the  other  as  large  slices;  but  ^^  ^^^^aZ  r 
the  defendant  at  the  moment  imagined  that  there  was  a  the  plaintiff, 
system  of  depredation  going  on.     He  seized  the  pieces  of 
bread,  and  discharged  both  servants  on  the  spot,  accusing 
Ihem  of  robbing  him.    The  plaintiff  summoned  him  to  the 
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County  Court  for  his  wtges,  and  when  the  defSendant  re- 
ceived the  sumuions  he  seal  by  one  Courtnay  a  letter  to  the 
plaiutitr,  which  it  ^iks  admitted  was  unsealed^  and  wbidi 
Courtnay  swore  was  lead  to  hioi  by  the  defendant,  the 
edect  of  which  was  to  repeat  the  accosation  of  robbery. 
And  Courtnay  further  stated  t^at  the  defendant  repeated 
the  same  charge  to  him  orally.  These  communications 
wen?  the  libel  and  slander  complained  oC 

For  the  plaintitT,  he  himself  and  his  late  fellow-acifant, 
the  discharged  cook,  were  both  called  and  examined,  and 
described  the  pieces  of  bread  as  stale  scraps  to  feed  the 
d<^  viith.  Th«y  were  cffx)««-examined  a  good  deal,  how- 
ever, H  ith  a  view  to  show  that  this  was  not  really  the  case, 
that  the  dc^  were  fed  with  pannch  and  broken  meat,  and 
were,  luorpoTcr,  dainty  dogs,  which  wonld  not  condescend 
to  eat  dry  bread. 

For  the  defence*  the  defendant  himadf  was  called,  and 
described  the  pieces  as  large  slioeF  of  bread,  two  or  thice 
iriches  thick :  and  a  loaf  was  wnt  for,  fiom  which  he  cot 
such  slices  as  he  described  the  fleets  in  qoestion  to  be. 

In  a:ttwer  to  the  learned  Bakos,  the  defendant  alalcd 
thst  be  was  not  a«:are  what  was  done  with  any  waste  bits 
oi  bTY-ad.  or  nheiher  there  had  been  any  prohibition  to  the 
serranis  from  using  or  d»fosang  of  sndi  waste  scnps. 
And  in  answer  to  a  qnestion  from  the  Wnrwed  Banosi, 
wbftlKT  he  or  his  «i^  wobU  z>ot  miss  a  kmf,  or  die  laisier 
portirei  of  a  K\af,  from  their  daily  ccoswrnpCMa^  the  de- 
ftodar.i  Slid  he  saf^vtsaed  :bry  woioUL 

Tbe  yocserr.a)d  «as  ciujed  to  Ckiofirm  the  ifcfcnihnt's 
erijerw*,  b,::  tis  «-ife  was  jjoa  calied. 


TV  ieamed  Basotc.  in  smsmmg  wp  ih 
iory, — If  tbe  jtbuncff  aaKhi  Teamnhuy  h 
thai  ibe  pieces  of  braai  were  swh  ns  %a  he  «f  nw 
Talue  to  bis  c!mpii<>i«r.  or  mcJi  as  be  w^snM  wet 
10  ohiect  ic  bis  ^isposxig  oi  yoc  will  |«ohaUy  he  ef  «!»• 
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nion  that  the  eharge  of  stealing  cannot  be  sustained,  and        1862. 
in  that  ease  you  will  find  for  the  plaintiff  with  such  da-  ^^ 

mages  as  you  think  reasonable.  v. 

RiCHAEDB. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff^  damageS|  60/. 


Coram  Martin,  B. 

GORE   V.   HAWSEY.  Surrty 

fwy  Summer  Juwti^ 

XHIS  was  an  action  for  money  laid  out  and  expended  by  a  woman  who, 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant  at  his  request  It  was  an  of^racSuMa- 
action  by  a  young  woman  to  recover  30/,,  the  amount  ex-  }»■?  J*^«n  ^ 

lodffings  and 
pended  by  her  on  sundry  articles  of  clothmg,  bedding,  laid  out  money 

linen,  and  other  necessaries  for  a  child  born  by  her  to  the  jSr  h^r^n^** 

defendant.  finementand 

the  aupport  of 

The  defendant  denied  his  liability.  her  child  :— 

''  Held,  entitled 

Siee,  Sent.,  and  M'Domull,  for  the  plaintiff.  ^ »"«  him  for 

•*  ^  money  paid ; 

Parry,  Sent.,  and  Pearce,  for  the  defendant  *»d  her  letters 

^'        •*    '  '  to  him  not, 

The  parties  were  both  in  a  humble  position  m  society,  "^IJIS^^' '^" 
tlie  plaintiff  being  a  cook  and  the  defendant  the  son  of  a  dence  against 
butcher.  The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  while  she  was 
in  service  she  made  the  acquaintance  of  the  defendant  by 
his  coming  to  the  house  of  her  mistress  for  orders,  and  the 
result  of  their  intimacy  was  the  matter  which  led  to  the 
present  action.  Her  mistress  allowed  ber  to  remain  until  she 
could  get  a  lodging  to  be  confined  in.  This  the  defendant 
desired  her  to  do,  and,  knowing  that  she  had  saved  sooia 
money  to  the  amount  of  30/.,  desired  ber  to  expend  it  ia 
furnishing  a  room  and  procuring  necessaries^  telling  her  he 
would  repay  her  afterwards.  She  did  as  he  desired.  She 
took  lodgings  and  furnished  them,  got  all  that  was  neces- 
sary, and  in  doing  so  spent  all  her  money. 

The  plaintiff  was  then  called  and  examined  as  a  witness. 
She  said  she  first  made  the  acquaintance  of  the  defendant 
ia  April,  1860,  and  that  he  promised  to  marry  her,  and 
under  such  promise  seduced  her.    She  became  pregnant. 
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1862.  and  she  sent  to  him  certain  letters ;  the  first  dated  June 
23, 1861 ;  the  next,  July  23, 1861 ;  the  effect  of  which  was, 
that  her  condition  was  apparent,  and  what  was  she  to  do, 
&c.  After  she  left  her  place,  as  she  said,  the  defendant  de- 
sired her  to  take  a  lodging  to  be  confined  in,  and  to  furnish 
it  and  procure  all  the  necessaries,  and  that  he  would  repay 
her.  He  knew,  she  said,  that  she  had  30/.,  which  she  had 
saved  out  of  her  earnings.  She  took  the  lodging  and 
furnished  it,  and  provided  necessaries,  and  spent  all  her 
money  in  doing  so.  She  sent  him  a  letter,  dated  Septem- 
ber 19, 1861,  in  which  she  wrote,  **  I  have  been  and  taking 
the  Room.  I  will  tell  you  all  aboute  it  this  evening  when 
I  see  you." 

Shee,  Serjt.,  proposed  to  put  in  the  letters. 

Parry,  Serjt,  objected,  as  they  had  not  been  answered. 

Martin,  B.,  ruled  that  tliey  were  clearly  admissible. 
The  action  was  founded  on  contract,  and  any  letter  from 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  other,  whether  answered  or  not 
answered,  if  proved  to  have  been  sent  and  received,  was 
evidence  (a). 

The  evidence  was  confirmed  by  that  of  a  respectable 
woman  who  had  been  taking  care  of  the  child,  and  who 
went  to  the  defendant  to  ask  what  he  meant  to  do. 

Party,  Serjt.,  for  the  defence,  submitted  that  there  was 
no  case.  By  the  law  of  England,  he  said,  a  man  was  not 
compellable  to  support  his  bastard  child  save  by  a  parti- 
cular proceeding  under  a  statute,  and  the  woman  herself  was 
bound  to  do  so  (&).  Now,  the  present  claim,  in  substance, 
was  for  the  support  of  the  child,  and,  if  so,  it  was  for  some- 
thing to  which  he  was  not  bound,  and  to  which  she  was, 
so  that  there  was  no  legal  consideration  for  the  promise. 

(a)   Vide  Caskill  v.  Skenff  19  L.  vfrack,  8  Exch.  208,  ai  to  a  special 

J.,  Q.  B.  275,  where  so  held.  contract  by  the  mother  to  support 

(6)  Vide  Smith  v.  Rochcy  6  C.  B.,  the  child.  * 

N.  S.  232,  and  Crowhunt  v.  La- 
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The  learned  Baron,  however,  said  that  the  action  did  1862. 
not  rest  on  legal  obligation,  but  on  special  contract  and 
stipulation.  It  was  an  undoubted  legal  principle  that  if  a 
person  laid  out  money  at  the  request  of  another  he  could 
recover  it,  and  here  there  was  certainly  no  obligation  on 
the  plaintifT  to  take  an  unfurnished  room  and  buy  furniture 
and  clothes,  &c.,  and  she  had  done  so  under  a  promise  by 
the  defendant  to  repay  her.  It  was  clear,  therefore,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

Parry^  Serjt.,  said  that,  under  the  circumstances,  he  did 
not  consider  that  he  should  do  any  good  by  calling  the 
defendant  as  a  witness. 

The  learned  Barok  said  he  thought  so  too.  No  doubt, 
he  could  not  deny  or  gainsay  anything  that  the  plaintiff 
bad  stated;  and,  if  the  jury  believed  her  story,  she  had 
expended  30/.  of  her  own  money  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  on  his  promise  to  repay  her.  If  so,  she  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  for  that  amount 

The  jury  at  once  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  30/. 


ROUPELL  AKD   OTHERS  V.  WAITE.  Sumtf 

•n  Summer  Jitius* 

JljJECTMENTfor  an  estate  at  Kingston  in  Surrey,  called  in  ejectment 
the  Norbiton  Park  Estate.     The  plaintiffs  were  Richard  cfaimKir^ 
Roupell,  who  claimed  as  heir-at-law,  and  two  persons,  trus-  heir-»t-i»w  of 
tees  for  him,  under  an  alleged  will  of  his  father,  the  person  to  have  died 
last  seised  in  fee.    The  defendant  claimed  to  hold  as  pur-^  under  a  denae, 
chaser,  from  a  supposed  grantee  of  the  testator.  whatpurpLted 

to  be  a  later 
will,  forged ;  the  defendant  setting  up  such  forged  will  and  also  claiming  as  purchaser  from 
the  forger  under  a  forged  deed  of  grant  to  himself,  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  defendant  not 
reciting  the  forged  deed  but  falsely  reciting  that  the  pretended  grantor,  the  forger,  was 
•eiaed,  and  the  forged  deed  reciting  the  deeds  of  the  testator's  title  : — Held^  that  all  the  deeds 
might  properly  be  presumed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  claiming  to  hold  the 
estate  as  purchaser,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  on  a  notice  to  produce,  was  entitl^  to  call  for 
them,  and  that  the  defendant  would,  at  his  peril,  decline  to  produce  them. 
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18152.  Shee^  SerjCy  LwmK^  and  J.  Bromm,  tor  the  phhitiflh. 

RoupuL  Barill,  Hawkims,  ind  GariA,  for  the  defendant. 

^  Dtntmnt^  Raymomd^  HomymoM,  and  Lefecrt^  watched  (he 

Waitc       ^^se  for  other  parties  interested  in  dispositions  of  other 

portions  of  the  testator's  property  by  the  supposed  grantee, 

Bacillf  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  admit  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff  Richard  Roupell,  as  heirj  and  to  begin  as  in 
the  case  of  a  devisee  (a);  but 

Skee,  SerjU,  stated  that  the  defendant  clumed  onder  a 
deed  of  grant  from  a  supposed  grantee  of  the  testator,  and 
would  not  admit  that  the  testator  died  seised,  so  that  he 
was  not  at  all  in  the  position  of  a  devisee  (i) ;  and 

Mabtin,  B.y  said,  that  though  no  doubt  it  had  been 
held  that  a  devisee,  admitting  the  heirship,  might  begiui 
it  had  never,  that  he  was  aware,  been  held  that  a  grantee 
or  alienee  was  in  the  same  position  in  that  respect.    The 

plaintiffs,  therefore,  must  begin. 

S/iee,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiffs,  accordingly  began,  and 
stated  the  case  for  them.  Their  case  was,  that  the  plaintiff, 
Richard  Roupell,  was  the  heir-at-law,  as  the  only  legiti- 
mate son  of  Richard  Palmer  Roupell,  the  person  last 
seised.  And  aUo,  that  the  other  two  plaintiffs  were  de- 
visees in  trust  for  him  under  a  will  of  the  testator, 
dated  October,  1850,  and  a  codicil  thereto,  dated  30th 
August,  1856,  the  testator  dying  on  the  12th  September, 
1866.  And  he  proposed  to  destroy  a  will  dated  the  2nd 
September,  1856,  bequeathing  the  estate,  titter  alia,  to  the 
testator's  widow,  and  a  deed  of  July,  1855,  conveying  it  to 
one  William  Roupell,  the  eldest  but  illegitimate  son  of  the 
testator,  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed,  by  showing 
that  both  the  deed  and  the  will  were  forgeries  by  William 
Roupell. 

(0)  Alariin  v.  JohnUonCf  Vol.  I.,  plaintifis,  Kore,  claimed  m  dewnti 
p.  122.  while  the  other  claimed  ai  heir. 

(6)  Added  to  which,  two  of  the 
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He  opened,  that  in  July,  1865,  William  Roupell  forged 
a  deed  of  gift  to  himself  of  the  estate ;  and,  after  the  death 
of  the  testator,  6nding  the  will  pf  1850,  had,  in  order  to 
get  rid  of  it,  forged  the  will  of  2nd  September,  1866,  giving 
the  estate,  with  others,  to  his  mother,  over  whom  he  had 
sufficient  influence,  and  to  prevent  her  from  inquiring 
into  the  particulars  of  the  property,  so  as  to  discover  the 
previous  fraud.  And  that  in  March,  1862,  becoming  em- 
barrassed, he  destroyed  the  former  will,  under  which  the 
plaintiffs  took.  And  he  stated  that  the  mode  by  which  the 
said  William  Roupell  effected  the  flrst  fraud  was  thus.  That 
be  got  the  title-deeds  from  his  father  by  a  false  pretence 
that  a  purchaser  desired  to  look  at  the  title,  got  duplicates 
made  of  them,  forging  the  signatures  thereto,  returning 
them  to  his  father,  retaining  the  originals;  and  with  them 
getting  an  attorney  to  prepare  a  deed  of  grant  to  himself, 
to  which  he  forged  his  father's  signature  and  the  attesta- 
tions. 

He  first  called  the  bailiff  of  the  testator  to  prove  his 
seisin  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which  he  did,  by 
proving  that  he,  the  witness,  received  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estate  in  question,  and  accounted  for  them  to  the 
testator,  down  to  a  week  before  his  death. 

He  then  proved  the  heirship  of  the  plaintiff,  Richard 
Roupell,  as  his  father's  only  legitimate  son. 

He  then  proceeded  to  impeach  the  deed  and  will.  He 
called  a  law  stationer,  who  proved  that  on  the  16th  July, 
1855,  he  had  received  from  William  Roupell  some  con- 
veyances to  engross  copies  of  on  parchment  (a) ;  but 

Bovill  objected  to  the  witness  being  asked,  in  any  way, 
as  to  the  property  to  which  these  deeds  related,  as  that  would 


1862. 


ROOPELL 

and  Others 

«. 
Waite. 


(a)  These,  it  is  manifest,  could 
only  have  been  wanted  for  a  dis- 
honest purpose.  Duplicates  of 
deeds  to  be  executed,  or  paptr 
copies  of  deeds  alreadjf  executed, 


are,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, but  ingrossed  duplicates  on 
parchment  of  deeds  already  exe- 
cuted, and  could  hardly  have  been 
wanted  but  for  a  dishonest  object. 


VOL.  III. 


K  N 


P.V* 
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1802.  be  getting  at  their  conteDt8(a),  and  he  objected  eren  to 
their  being  called  conveyances ;  and  when 

Shee^  Serjt.y  on  a  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce 
them,  called  for  their  production, 

Bovill  refused  to  produce  them,  because,  he  said,  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  were  not  then  entitled  to  call  fof  them, 
as  not  having  shown  that  they  were  in  the  custody  of  the 
defendant  (5). 

Shee^  Serjt.,  then  called  William  Roupell,  who  proved 
that,  on  the  16th  of  July,  1855,  he  got  the  title  deeds  of  the 
estate  from  his  father,  by  representing  to  him  that  certain 
parties  were  ready  to  take  a  building  lease,  but  desired  to 
be  satisfied  as  to  the  title,  for  which  purpose  he  proposed 
to  take  them  to  the  lawyers,  and  he  stated  that  he  gave  his 
father  an  acknowledgment  in  writing  for  them  in  a  book 
of  his  father's  which  was  produced,  and  it  was  proposed  to 
have  the  entry  read,  as  part  of  the  transaction,  and  as  em- 
bodying the  representation  or  pretence  under  which  the 
testator  had  parted  with  the  title  deeds, 

Bovill  objected  to  the  entry  being  read,  but  it  being 
elicited  that  the  witness  signed  it  when  the  deeds  were 
given  him  by  his  father  before  he  took  them  up, 

Martin,  B.,  though  with  some  doubt,  admitted  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  acknowledgment  was  read ;  it  ran  thus : — 
"  Wm.  Roupell  this  day  takes  away  the  title  deeds  of  the 
Kingston  Estates  to  show  the  lawyers,  &c." 

The  witness  went  on  to  state  that,  having  the  title  decds^ 
he  took  them  to  one  Wbitaker,  an  attorney,  and  directed 
him  to  prepare  a  deed  of  gift  of  the  estate  from  his  father 
to  himself,  and  that  the  draft  being  sent  to  him  in  an 
envelope  addressed  to  his  father,  he  did  not  show  it  to  his 
father  but  returned  it  to  the  attorney  as  if  approved  by  his 

(fl)   Vide   Williams  v.    Willcox,  Richards  v.  LewU,  U  CKICOS. 

8A.&E.314;  this  objection  must  (6)  BartleU\.  Smitk,  11  M.ft 

be  made  at  the  time ;  and  it  is  for  W.  483 ;  vide  supra  (a), 
the    Judge    to    decide;    Doe    d. 
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father;  had  the  engrossed  copy  made,  and  forged  bis 
father's  signature  thereto,  sending  back  the  forged  copies 
of  the  title  deeds  to  his  father,  and  then  depositing  the 
real  title  deeds  and  the  forged  deed  of  gift  with  Whitaker, 
for  the  purpose  of  his  raising  money  thereon  by  way  of 
mortgage.  And  the  witness  stated  that  he  had  executed  a 
deed  afterwards,  which  Whitaker  had,  being  concerned 
both  for  him  and  for  the  mortgagee,  and  that  he  had  after- 
wards joined  with  the  mortgagee  in  a  sale,  and  executed 
another  deed,  which  also  went  to  Whitaker  as  the  attorney 
both  for  himself  and  the  mortgagee.  The  witness  went  on 
to  state  that  when  he  absconded  he  burnt  the  false  copies 
of  the  title  deeds  which  he  had  found  in  his  father's  safe 
after  his  death, 

Shee,  Serjt,  now,  upon  the  notice  to  produce,  called  for 
the  forged  deed  of  gift  of  July,  1855,  and  the  conveyance 
from  him  to  the  defendant. 

Bovill  refused  to  produce  either  of  them. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  elicited  from  the  witness  that  the  deeds  re- 
lated to  Norbiton  Park  Estate,  the  one  now  in  question, 
and  then  again  called  for  the  deed. 

Bovill  again  declined  at  present  to  produce  them« 

Lush  pointed  out  that  the  defendant,  by  defending  in  the 
action,  admitted  that  he  was  in  possession  of  and  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  estate,  and  so  might  be  presumed  to 
have  the  title  deeds ;  and  if  the  defendant  declined  to  pro- 
duce the  conveyance  to  himself,  when  properly  called  for, 
be  could  not  afterwards  produce  it. 

Martin,  B.,  observed  that  no  doubt  that  were  so,  and 
that  therefore  the  defendant  was  in  a  position  of  some  peril. 
A  person  in  possession  of  a  deed,  and  declining  to  produce 
it  when  properly  called  upon  to  do  so,  cannot  afterwards 
put  it  in.  Here  the  plaintiff  has  proved  himself  entitled 
as  heir  ;  the  deeds  of  conveyance  to  the  defendant  are  his 

N  n2 
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ROUPELL 

and  Others 
Wait*. 


title,  and  if  be  now  withholds  them  he  may  be  precluded 
from  afterwards  putting  them  in  (a). 

BoviU  said  of  course  he  must  put  them  in  at  some  time, 
but  be  desired  to  force  the  other  side  to  call  Whitaker,  and 
submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  deeds  of 
which  the  witness  spoke  related  to  this  estate,  or  that  the 
defendant  was  in  possession  of  them. 

Martin,  B.,  said  he  thought  there  was,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  at  least  entitled  to  call  for  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance  to  the  defendant,  and  if  that,  as  it  probably  did,  re- 
cited the  forged  deed,  the  presumption  would  be  that  it 
was  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  and  be  could  be 
called  on  to  produce  that  also. 

Bovill  then  produced  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  his 
client,  the  defendant.  It  did  not  recite  the  forged  deed  of 
gift  to  the  witness  (who  was  a  party  as  mortgagor  confirm" 
ing  the  conveyance  by  the  mortgagee),  but  it  recited  that 
he  was  seised  in  fee. 

Shee^  Serjt,  thereupon  elicited  from  him  that  this  recital 
was  false,  and  that  he  was  not  seised  of  the  estate,  nor  had 
any  other  interest  in  it  than  as  supposed  to  be  derived  under 
the  forged  deed.  [And  in  fact  it  had  already  been  proved 
that  the  testator  had  died  seised  of  the  estate,  his  bailiff 
having  received  and  accounted  for  the  rents  up  to  the 
week  before  his  death  ;  vide  ante,  p.  6J3.]  And  he  then 
again  called  for  the  forged  deed  of  gift  to  the  witness,  and 
also  the  other  title  deeds,  t.  e.,  the  conveyances  to  the 
testator. 

Bovill  declined  to  produce  them,  contending  that  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  were  not  in  a  position  to  call  for  it. 

Martin,  B. — ^The  witness  has  stated  that  his  only  title 

to  the  estate  was  under  the  forged  deed,  and  so,  prim& 

facie,  that  would  be  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  as 

the  purchaser.    The  witness  has  told  us  that  he  gave  the 

(a)  Doe  d.  Thompson  v.  HodMon,  4  Jur.  1204. 
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testator's  genuine  title  deeds,  with  the  forged  deed,  to  the 
attorney  for  the  mortgagee,  who  conveyed  thera  to  the  de- 
fendant. Prima  facie  they  are  all  to  be  presumed  to  be 
in  the  defendant's  possession. 

Bovill  thereupon  produced  the  forged  deed,  which  was 
identified  by  the  witness.  It  recited  the  testator's  title 
deeds,  and 

Shee,  Serjt.,  elicited  from  the  witness  that  those  were 
the  deeds  he  had  got  copied  and  which  he  had  sent  to 
Whitaker  (the  attorney  for  the  mortgagee),  in  whose  pos- 
session, he  said,  he  had  last  seen  them,  and  the  learned 
Serjeant  then  again  called  for  them. 

Bovill  still  declined  to  produce  thera. 

Martin,  B.,  said  that  prima  facie  they  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  in'the  possession  of  the  defendant.  However, 
they  were  the  defendant's  title,  not  the  plaintiffs',  as  the 
testator  had  been  proved  to  have  died  seised.  And  the 
defendant  would,  at  his  own  peril,  decline  to  produce 
them  (a). 

Upon  this, 

Shee,  Serjt.,  did  not  press  further  for  them  nor  propose 
to  give  secondary  evidence  of  them,  but  proceeded  to 
prove  from  the  mouth  of  the  witness  that  he  had  forged 
the  will  of  the  2nd  September,  1856. 

Ultimately  the  parties  agreed  to  terms  and 

A  juror  was  withdrawn. 


1862. 

ROUPBLL 

and  Others 

o. 

Waitb. 


(a)   Vide  anU,  ^.  516  (a). 
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Coram  Erie,  C.  J, 

Warwick  PAINTER   AND   OTHERS  V.  ABEL. 

SummerjItHxet*     « 

Repeated  ad-    A.CTION  OR  a  Covenant  in  a  mortgage  deed,  for  420/. 

missions  (even   rnii/»i  «iii        •  .%•*:• 

on  oath),  by  a   The  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  not  his  deed. 

party  sued  on  a  .  T»r»».     n       «        !••/»• 

deed,  that  he  Hayes,  oerjt.,  and  Wills,  for  the  plaintiff, 
had  executed 

it,  allowed  to  Mocaulat/,  Q.  C,  and  Field,  for  the  defendant 

and  evidence         In  June,  1860,  Mr.  Butterton,  of  Eccleshall,  witB  whom 

fcndam  had  in  ^^®  Shaw  had  served  his  articles,  received,  an  application 

fact  executed  a  from  him  for  an  advance  of  money  to  the  defendant  on  a 

deed,  but  for  .    ,  -    ,      ,  rra  ^ 

a  different        mortgage  of  the  property  of  the  latter.    The  advance  was 

mhltook  it"for    ™ade,  and  Mr.  Butterton  received  a  deed  of  mortgage 

the  deed  in^      purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  to  be  re- 

H(p/</,  sufficient  gularly  attested,  and  also  the  title  deeds  of  the  mortgaged 

the  admisiiona.  property.    Mr.  Butterton  subsequently  communicated  with 

the  defendant,  and  he  had  admitted  the  signature  of  the 

mortgage  deed.     He  had  afterwards  denied  it,  and  Shaw 

had  since  been  convicted  of  forgery. 

The  defendant  had  given  evidence  before  the  grand  jury 
at  the  last  assizes,  and  had  on  that  occasion  said  to  the 
foreman,  by  whom  the  deed  in  question  in  the  present 
action  was  shown  him,  that  the  signature  was  his  hand- 
writing. The  disputed  deed,  as  well  as  the  title  deeds  of 
the  mortgaged  property,  was  delivered  by  Shaw  to  Mr. 
Oreatorex,  an  articled  clerk  of  Mr.  Butterton.  Subse- 
quently Mr.  Greatorex  saw  the  defendant  at  the  offices  of 
Messrs.  I^ech  and  Gamble,  when  the  deed  was  produced 
and  examined  by  Mr.  Leech,  and  its  date  and  other  par- 
ticulars stated  to  the  defendant,  who  did  not  dispute  his 
signature,  and  told  Mr.  Leech  to  get  the  money  to  pay  it. 
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as  he  supposed  he  must  be  responsible.    The  defeodant        186^. 
had  only  received  220/.  from  Shaw,  the  mortgage  in  ques-      p^'*^ 
tion  being  for  420/.    One  Hunt,  Shaw's  clerk,  the  attesting    jui4  Qtheqi 
witness  to  the  deed,  said  that  the  attestation  was  in  his  ^ 

handwriting.  He  had  only  seen  the  defendant  execute  one 
deed.  On  being  shown  the  deed  for  220/.,  Hunt  said  he 
believed  tliat  the  defendant  had  executed  it,  and  that  Shaw 
had  often  asked  him  to  sign  parchments. 

Macavlnj/f  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  he  had  gone  to 
Shaw  in  June,  1860,  to  raise  a  sum  of  about  200/.  Shaw, 
pleading  his  inability  to  raise  the  whole  sum  at  onoe,  had 
dealt  out  to  the  defendant  small  sums  in  dribblets,  which 
when  autumn  arrived  amounted  to  about  100/.  At  the  very 
time  when  Shaw  was  pretending  to  the  defendant  that  he 
could  not  raise  the  money  from  his  clients  he  had  actually 
gone  to  Mr.  Butterton  and  raised  a  sum  of  420/.,  by  de- 
positing the  defendant's  title  deeds  with  him,  and  forging 
the  defendant's  signature  to  the  mortgage  deed  declared 
upon.  For  a  short  time  Shaw  paid  interest  to  Mr.  Butter- 
ton  on  the  420/.,  the  whole  of  which  he  had  spent  before 
he  had  advanced  a  single  sixpence  to  the  defendant  In 
the  course  of  time  rumours  had  gone  abroad  that  Shaw 
had  been  engaged  in  forgeries  to  a  very  large  amount.  Mr. 
Butterton,  naturally  anxious  to  ascertain  the  validity  of 
the  securities  which  he  held,  instituted  inquiries,  in  the 
course  of  which  no  doubt  the  defendant  had  admitted  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  for  420/.  But  that  circumstance 
was  thus  explained  : — In  the  month  of  November  the  de- 
fendant had,  without  doubt,  executed  a  mortgage  deed  for 
the  sum  of  225/.  When  the  deed  for  420/.,  executed  in 
June,  was  shown  him,  together  with  the  deeds  which  the 
fraud  of  Shaw  had  put  into  Mr.  Butterton's  possession, 
he  had  confounded  the  forged  with  the  genuine  deed, 
and,  by  inadvertence,  recognized  it  as  genuine.  The  deed 
for  225/.  had  been  executed  in  blank,  and  when  the  de- 
fendant heard  that  his  signature  was  attached  to  a  deed 
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for  420^  his  impression  was,  not  that  the  latter  deed  was  a 
forgery,  but  that  the  larger  sum  had  been  fraudulently 
filled  in. 

The  defendant  was  called  and  gave  evidence  in  support 
of  this  version  of  the  transaction,  and  denied  that  he  aigned 
the  deed  in  question. 

Shaw  was  next  called  as  a  witness.  He  stated  that  the 
deed  in  question  was  not  signed  by  the  defendant. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  told  the  jury  that  though  it  was  strange 
that  the  defendant  should  once  or  twice  have  actually 
sworn  that  the  deed  now  disputed  was  in  his  own  hand- 
writing, and  these  were  strong  admissions;  yet,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  explain  these 
admissions  and  show  that  they  had  been  made  under  a 

mistake  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  Morgan  ▼.  Couchman,  14  C.  B.  101. 


Warwick 
Summer  Anizet, 

A  child  under 
fourteen, 
indicted  for 
murder,  must 
be  proved  con- 
scious of  the 
nature  of  the 
act ;  and  «em- 
hl€t  that,  as  a 
general  prin- 
ciple, the  crime 
of  murder  can- 
not be  com- 
mitted unless 
there  has  been 
an  act  done 
with  a  con- 
sciousness that 
it  is  likely  to 
cause  death. 


Crown  Court,  coram  Pollock,  C.  B. 

REGINA  V.  VAMPLEW. 

X  HE  prisoner,  a  girl  of  thirteen  years  of  age,  pleaded 
'^  Not  guilty"  to  an  indictment  charging  her  with  the  wilful 
murder  of  Kate  Mary  Taylor,  an  infant  about  ten  weeks 
old,  by  administering  a  certain  poisonous  substance  called 
Battle's  Vermin  Killer. 

Sargeaunt  and  Cave  conducted  the  prosecution. 

Chandos  Leigh,  at  the  request  of  his  Lordship,  watched 
the  case  for  the  prisoner. 

The  deceased  was  the  child  of  a  farmer,  in  whose  house 
the  prisoner  lived  as  servant.  About  eight  o'clock  in  the 
evening  the  family  went  to  bed,  leaving  the  child  asleep 
on  the  prisoner's  knee,  downstairs.  The  child  imme- 
diately afterwards  began  to  cry.    The  mother  went  down 
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and  tried  to  feed  it,  but,  finding  that  it  refused  its  food,         ^^^^' 
she  took  it  upstairs  to  her  own  bed.     The  child  still       reoina 
continued  crying,  and,  as  it  grew  worse,  the  mother  put  it  ^' 

Y  AMPLEW. 

into  a  warm  bath,  but  it  died  soon  after  ten  on  the  follow- 
ing morning. 

It  was  proved  that,  upon  hearing  that  the  child  was 
dead,  the  prisoner  merely  said,  **  Oh,  is  it  ?"  and,  on  the 
day  after,  when  informed  that  a  coroner's  inquest  was  to 
be  held,  asked,  "  Will  they  know  whether  it's  poisoned  or 
not?"  Clarke  answered,  "Yes;  they'll  know  if  they 
come,"  The  prisoner  replied, "  How  can  they  know  ?  they 
are  only  men  like  master/'  Nothing  had  previously  been 
said  about  poison. 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner,  crying,  asked  whether 
they  would  commit  her  to  prison.  Mitchell  said  "  I  don't 
know;  surely  you  have  not  given  the  child  anything?" 
The  prisoner  answered,  "  I  have  given  it  poison,  but  I  did 
not  think  it  would  kill  it  so  soon."  Mitchell  inquired 
whether  she  gave  the  poison  in  liquid  or  powder.  She 
answered,  "In  powder."  He  asked,  "Why?"  and  she 
replied,  "  Because  I  was  tired  of  hugging  the  child  about." 

It  was  further  proved,  that  on  the  10th  the  prisoner 
had  purchased  a  threepenny  packet  of  Battle's  Vermin 
Killer,  saying,  that  her  mistress  had  sent  her  for  it,  which 
was  false.  Battle's  Vermin  Killer  is  a  powder  containing 
about  three-quarters  of  a  grain  of  strychnine  in  the  three- 
penny packet.  One-sixteenth  part  would  be  sufficient  to 
destroy  the  life  of  so  young  an  infant. 

A  post  mortem  examination  of  the  body  was  made,  and 
a  minute  portion  of  a  grain  of  strychnine  was  detected. 
The  symptoms  described  as  preceding  the  death  of  the 
child  were  such  as  attend  death  by  strychnine,  and  do  not 
accompany  death  from  natural  causes. 

It  was  elicited  for  the  defence,  that  the  brain  of  girls  of 
the  prisoner's  age  is  sometimes  affected  by  the  occurrence 
of  irregularities  of  the  system. 
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1802.  Leigh  contended,  that  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that 

the  prisoner  had  capacity  to  commit  the  crime,  or  had 
acted  with  deliberate  malice;  she  had,  it  would  rather 
seem,  given  the  child  what  she  thought  would  put  it  to 
sleep,  and  this,  which  she  had  stated,  was  rendered  pro- 
bable by  the  opinion  given  by  a  nurse  who  had  been  called 
in  and  had  said  that  it  had  had  some  sleepy  stuff  given  it 
He  urged,  that  up  to  seven  years  of  age  the  law  held  a 
person  unable  to  commit  crime,  that  between  scTen  and 
fourteen  years  of  age  primd  facie  they  were  considered 
irresponsible,  unless  deliberate  malice  which  supplies  the 
want  of  age  were  shown ;  in  this  case  the  prisoner  was 
under  fourteen,  and  in  such  cases  a  motive  was  absolutely 
requisite ;  no  adequate  motive  had  been  shown  to  justify 
that  the  prisoner  had  done  the  act  maliciously. 

The  Chief  Baron  said,  the  crimes  of  murder  and  of  man- 
slaughter were  in  some  instances  very  diflScuIt  of  distinc- 
tion. The  distinction  which  seemed  most  reasonable  con- 
sisted in  the  consciousness  thai  the  act  done  was  one  wkidi 
would  be  likely  to  cause  death.  No  one,  hotoever,  eauld 
commit  murder  without  that  consciousness  (a).  The  jury 
must  be  satisfied,  before  they  could  find  the  prisoner  guilty, 
that  she  was  conscious,  and  that  her  act  was  deliberate. 
They  must  be  satisfied  that  she  had  arrived  at  that  matu- 
rity of  the  intellect  which  was  a  necessary  condition  of  the 
crime  charged. 

Verdict,  Guilty  of  manslaughter.    Sentence 
twelve  years'  penal  servitude. 

(a)  It  is  coficeired  that  this  is  a  287 ;  with  refipretice  to  the  doctrine 

valuable    deduction  of  a  general  of  coostruetive  murder,  m  mm 

principle,  which  is  ofWn  applicable,  where  there  hat  been  no  act  Ifteljr 

and  supports  the  comments  made  to  cause  death,  or  of  which  deicb 

ou  the  case  of  R.  v.  Horset/i,  ante,  p.  would  be  the  probable  remit 
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was  indicted  for  BtealiDg  SQL  from  Unenroiied 
Tbomas  Webster  and  others,  hb  masters,  at  Sbeffiekl,  ou  dfshonest"ap- 
the  14lh  of  October  last  proDriation  of 

funds  by  a 

Hannay  appeared  for  the  prosecution.  "Tmemberof 

Campbell  Foster  defended  the  prisoner.  leLTdublf 

It  appeared  that  two  sick  clubs  were  held  at  West  Street  {^^y  and'ln-^' 
Tavern,  Sheffield,  kept  by  Thomas  Webster,  one  called  the  [J^'J^n^^^ 
"Ram  "  and  the  other  the  "  Industry,"  to  which  the  mem-  deposit  in 
bers  paid  small  sums  weekly,  and  were  entitled  to  a  weekly  the  joint  names 
allowance  in  case  of  sickness.     Webster  was  a  member  the^'JjIJ.^ur^** 
and  treasurer  of  both  these  clubs,  and  the  prisoner  was  dishonestljr 
also  a  member  and  secretary  of  both.     The  prisoner  was  to  himself  the 
paid  about  3/.  a  year  salary  for  his  services.     When  a  con-  J"  h?m°cannot 
siderable  sum  was  collected  the  treasurer  handed  it  over  to  ^e  found  guilty 

oflarcenyasa 

the  prisoner,  as  secretary,  who,  accompanied  by  three  com-  servant,  nor 
mittee-men,  took  it  to  the  biink,  where  it  was  invested  on  ment,norof  ' 
deposit-note  in  the  names  of  the  treasurer  and  secretary  for  ^Jfi^J  *'  * 
the  time  being.     This  deposit-note  was  then  taken  next 
club  night  and  placed  in  the  club  box.     On  the  14th  of 
October  the  prisoner  went  to  Webster  and  said  the  com- 
mittee were  going  to  meet  him  to  take  the  money  to  the 
bank.     None  of  the  committee  came,  and  after  some  time 
Webster  handed  over  to  the  prisoner  15/.  on  account  of  the 
Ram  Club^  and  5/.  on  account  of  the  Industry.    The  next 
club  night  was  the  1 8th,  but  on  that  night  the  keys  of  the 


524  CASES  ON  THE 

1862.        club  box  could  not  be  found.    The  club  nigbt  after  that 
^  was  the  27th  of  October,  when  the  prisoner  did  not  appear, 

V.  and  the  receipts  for  the  20/.  were  not  forthcoming.    The 

prisoner  having  left  his  residence  a  warrant  was  taken  out 
against  him,  and  he  was  traced  to  Liverpool,  where  be  was 
found  on  board  a  vessel  about  to  sail  for  America,  and  on 
searching  him  a  receipt  for  3/.  5s,,  his  passage  money,  was 
found  upon  him,  71.  in  gold,  and  7s,  6d.  in  silver.  It  ap- 
peared that  he  had  never  paid  the  money  into  the  bank. 

Campbell  Faster,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  no  case 
had  been  made  out  against  him.     First,  the  facta  proved 
did  not  constitute  tjie  offence  of  larceny  in  the  prisoner. 
He  was  a  partner  in  the  fund  taken,  equally  interested  with 
Webster  and  the  other  members;  and  the  possession  of 
the  money  had  been  parted  with  to  him  voluntarily.     He 
did  not  take  the  money  against  the  will  of  Webster;  it 
had  been  intrusted  to  him  to  invest  in  his  own  name  and 
that  of  Webster,  and  Webster  no  longer  had  possession  of 
the  money  in  the  prisoner's  hands  as  his  servant;  but  the 
prisoner  had  a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  money.    In 
Roscoe's  Criminal  Evidence  (a)  the  rule  as  to  partners  was 
thus  laid  down  :  "  In  general  a  party  having  a  right  of  pro- 
l^erty  in  goods,  and  also  a  right  to  the  possession,  cannot 
be  guilty  of  larceny  with  respect  to  such  goods.    Tenants 
in  common,  therefore,  and  joint  tenants  cannot  be  guilty 
of  stealing  their  common  goods."    Here  the  money  of  the 
two  clubs  was  the  common  property  of  the  members,  of 
whom  the  prisoner  was  one  ;  he  had  a  right  of  property  in 
it,  and  he  had  also  a  right  to  the  possession  of  it.     lo 
Reg,  V.  Loose  (fi),  where  40/.,  the  money  of  a  friendly  so- 
ciety vested  in  trustees,  of  whom  the  prisoner  was  one,  and 
who  was  appointed  by  the  Society  to  take  the  money  to  the 
bank,  but  who,  instead  of  doing  so,  dishonestly  applied  it 

(a)  P.  626,  referring  to  1  Hale's  (6)  29  L.  J.,  M.  C.  633. 

P.  C.  513;  2  East's?.  C.558. 
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to  his  own  purposes,  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  could  1352. 
not  be  found  guilty  of  larceny.  In  this  present  case  the 
money  was  the  property  of  the  members  of  the  clubs,  they 
not  being  enrolled,  of  whom  the  prisoner  was  one,  and 
specially  intrusted  to  take  it  to  the  bank.  In  principle 
and  in  law  the  two  cases  were  the  same.  As  under  the 
Larceny  Act  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  embezzle- 
ment on  this  indictment  if  the  facts  would  warrant  such  a 
conviction  (a).  He  submitted  that  the  facts  did  not  in  law 
constitute  the  oflTence  of  embezzlement.  The  prisoner  bad 
not  received  the  money  from  a  third  party  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  Webster  and  others,  his  masters  by  virtue  of  his 
employment,  but  he  had  received  the  money  from  Webster 
himself,  on  account  of  himself  and  Webster.  Neither  was 
this  larceny  by  the  prisoner  as  a  bailee  under  the  Larceny 
Act  (i),  as  the  money  received  by  the  prisoner  was  to  be 
deposited  by  him  in  the  bank,  and  was  not  to  be  returned 
by  him  in  specie.  Reg.  v.  Hassellip)  was  an  authority  in 
point  as  to  this. 

Hannay,  for  the  prosecution,  conceded  that  he  could  not 
substantiate  a  charge  of  embezzlement  on  these  facts,  nor 
of  larceny  by  the  prisoner  as  a  bailee,  but  submitted  on  the 
authority  of  Regina  v.  M* Donald  {d)  that  the  prisoner  was 
guilty  of  larceny  as  a  servant. 

His  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  objection  was 
fatal.  Webster  had  parted  with  the  possession  of  the 
money  absolutely,  and  it  was  clear  he  did  not  intend  to 
retain  any  power  over  it.  Webster  had  therefore  no  pos- 
session of  the  money  while  in  the  prisoner's  hands  as  his 
servant.  The  offence  of  larceny  by  the  prisoner,  as  the 
servant  of  Webster  and  others,  was  not  therefore  made 

(a)  See  sect.  72.  for  larceny." 

(6)  See  iect.  3  of  24  &  25  Vict.  (c)  30  L.  J.,  M.  C.  175. 

e.  96,  which  enacts,  **  that  a  bailee  (d)  31  L.  J.,  M.  C.  67. 

may  be  convicted  on  an  indictment 
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.  -    ^  «:ouId  see  no  distinction  between 
s^^l^  .  -*  "^  of  Regina  v.  Loo$t  referred  to. 

RioiiCA  V'  ^^o  directed  an  acquittal. 

Maebh.  .^'*' 


Coram  Mellor,  J. 

REGINA  V.  JOHN  DAY. 

^f£pHENSON  (with  whom  was   Shaw)  made  an 
^^p^'J"**  ppfication  to  Mbllor,  J.,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 

^•i*'^ijii^        ^^»A      Trxkn    T\a%r     fw^m      V  niif  fifrkivl    Cl<Xf\\     *r\     TJ  wtAAarefte^lA 


uii' 


!!^^l^'^^^  ttts^^^^  John  Day  from  Knutsford  Gaol  to  Huddersfield 

*^li!^^0  10  be  examined  before  the  magistrate  there  on  a  charge  of 

jjj'lltjr^  felony.     The  Judge  took  time  to  consider,  and  on  a  re- 

**^ifi^^   newal  of  the  application  refused  it,  saying  that,  after  con- 

^^^^^     suiting  with  Wilde,  B.,  he  was  not  certain  whether  he  had 

i^g|^-ouo<rf  even  the  power  to  grant  it,  and  certainly  did  not  wish  to 

^^dM^    set  a  bad  precedent. 

**^'i  ^ant        An  indictment  was  afterwards  preferred  before  the  grand 
»*j*^  J^"'  jury  against  John  Day,  and  a  true  bill  found. 


■P**J2*  °"       Shaw  then  made  an  application  to  the  Judge,  saying 
^ng  found       that  he  now  applied  under  different  circumstances  for  a 

againut  him  at         .       -  ,    ,  t   i       ^^        *.  »^  *.     • 

the  assizes  on    writ  o\  habeas  corpus  to  remove  John  Day  from  Knutsford 

that  c  argc.       ^^  York,  to  be  tried  on  the  indictment  found  against  him 
by  the  grand  j  ury. 
The  learned  Judge  granted  the  application. 
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Court  of  Queens  Bench,  Westminster ,  coram  Cockbum,  C,  J.      ^-^v-^^ 

Middlete* 

DICKSON  V.  VISCOUNT  COMBERMERE  Siuings, 

After  Trinity 
AMD   OTHERS.  Term, 

Action  against  Viscount  Combermere,  the  Earl  of  In  an  tction 
Wilton  and  General  Peel,  for  causing,  by  means  of  false  Secreury  of 
charges,  the  removal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  office  of  a  Lwd  Lieu^' 

Lieutenant-Colonel  of  a  regiment  of  Militia.  tenant  (Com- 

°  ,  mandant  of  the 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  while  the  Militia  of  the 

plaintiff  was  Lieutenant-Colonel  of  the  2nd  Tower  Ham-  the  Colonel  of 

lets  Regiment  of  Militia,  and  while  the  Earl  of  Comber-  MilSaTor^^ 

mere  was  Lord  Lieutenant  of  the  Tower  Hamlets,  and  while  caiuing,  by 

General  Peel  was  Secretary  for  War,  they,  the  defendants,  charges,  there- 

together  with  divers  other  persons,  intending  to  injure  the  piai^iff^from 

the  office  of 
Lieutenant- Colonel  of  the  regiment :  the  first  count  being  for  a  conspiracy  to  cause  his  re- 
moval, and  making  such  charges  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy  ;  and  the  second  for  making 
such  charges,  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause  ;  it  appeared  that  charges, 
chiefiy  of  neglect,  based  on  a  report  of  a  Regimental  Board,  had  been  sent  by  the  Colonel  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  writing,  for  the  purpose  of  being  answered  by  him,  and  that  the  charges, 
and  his  written  answers, — in  effect  admitting  a  certain  amount  of  neglect  of  military 
duty— were,  with  all  the  papers  he  appended  thereto,  sent  by  the  Colonel -in- Chief  to  the 
Commandant,  who  first  saw  the  Colonel,  and  then  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  subject,  and  heard 
their  statements  and  counter-statements;  and  afterwards,  and  at  the  instance  of  the  Colonel, 
and  after  both  of  them  had  applied  to,  and  had  an  interview  with,  the  Secretary  at  War, 
with  a  view  to  the  plaintiff's  removal,  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  War  a  formal  list  of  charges 
drawn  up  by  the  Colonel,  and  including  some  which  were  new  and  of  a  graver  character,  and 
as  to  which  there  had  been  no  inquiry ;  but  which,  with  the  others,  had  been  sent  to  the 
plaintiff  for  his  answers,  and  were  sent,  with  his  answers  in  writing :  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  thereupon,  after  perusing  the  charges  and  written  answers,  without  further  inquiry 
declared  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  desired  to  resign ;  and  afterwards,  on  remonstrance, 
appNoioted  a  military  board  of  inquiry,  before  whom  the  plaintiff  was  fully  heard,  but 

3;ain8t  whose  conduct  of  the  inquiry  certain  complaints  were  made  by  the  plaintiff;  and 
timately,  after  their  report,  directed  the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  charges  of 
neglect,  as  admitted  upon  his  own  statements.    Held^  1.  That  as  there  was  a  discretionary 

r»er  of  removal  vested  in  the  Crown,  there  was  no  necessity  for  any  judicial  inquiry. 
That  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  the  Secretary  of  State  unless  he 
had  acted  dishonestly;  of  which  there  was  no  evidence,  and  that,  therefore,  there  vias 
DO  case  as  against  him ;  and  qutere^  whether  he  would  be  liable  to  any  action  in  such  a 
case.  8.  That  any  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  the  inquiry  would  not  be  evidence  even 
against  him,  unless  he  were  shown  to  have  been  aware  of  and  to  have  sanctioned  them : 
nor  unless  they  amounted  to  a  wilful  and  substantial  denial  of  justice.  4.  That  to  sustain 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  first  count,  both  the  other  two  defendants  must  be  con- 
victed, as  it  charged,  in  substance,  a  conspiracy  ;  but,  on  the  other  count,  either  might  be 
convicted.  5.  Tnat  assuming  the  charges,  (or  those  of  them  on  which  the  plaintiff  was 
really  dismissed)  were  founded  upon  facts,  as  they  appeared,  or  were  renresented,  to  the 
Colonel,  there  was  reasonable  ground  for  preferring  them.  6.  That  if  tne  Commandant 
acted  honestly  on  the  representation  made  to  him  by  the  Colonel,  he  was  not  liable.  7.  That, 
therefore,  on  either  count,  the  question  for  the  jury,  in  substance,  was,  whether  the  defend- 
anu  acted  honestly  and  bona  fide ;  or  without  any  belief  in  the  truth  of  the  charges,  and 
from  a  had  and  improper  motive.  Quare,  whether  the  two  counts  could  be  joined,  or 
whether,  if  so,  any  evidence  would  be  admissible  which  was  not  admissible  aa  against  all 
the  defendants  whose  names  were  retained  on  the  record  ? 
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18G3.  plaintiff^  falsely  and  maliciously  did  among   themselves 

^    ^  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and  agree  together  to  pre- 

V.  vent  the  plaintiff  from  continuing  in  the  senrice  of  her 

Viscount  m»   •           .     i  •       •                      .                ,    .                              n         % 

CoMBERMERE  Mdjesty  iH  his  above  capacity  ;  and,  m  pursuance  of  such 

and  Othcn.  conspiracy  and  confederacy,  and  in  order  to  carry  the  same 
into  fulfilment  and  to  injure  the  plaintiff  (a)^  faUely  and 


(a)  The  general  result  of  the  au- 
thorities cited  in  Skinnirv.  G  union, 
1  Wms.  Saund.  230,  on  the  subject 
of  actions  on  the  case  in  the  nature 
of  conspiracy,  seems  to  be  that  the 
ground  of  action  is  the  damage  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff)  and  not  the 
conspiracy;  and  that  wliether  the 
action  is  in  its  nature  joint,  depends 
on  the  real  nature  of  the  particular 
wrong  done,  not  upon  the  mere 
use  of  the  word  conspiracy,  but 
upon  whether  the  cause  of  action 
was  one  which  could  have  arisen 
from  the  act  of  one  only  of  the  de- 
fendants, or  could  only  have  arisen 
from  the  joint  act  and  contrivance 
of  more  than  one  of  them  :  if  so, 
it  would  be,  as  regards  those  of 
them  whose  concurrence  would  be 
essential,  a  cause  of  action  essen- 
tially joint,  and  one  on  which  two 
at  least  of  the  defendants,  if  not 
all  of  them,  must  have  been  con- 
victed in  order  to  sustain  the  action.." 

It  is  clear,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
there  is  in  the  Crown  a  discretionary 
power  of  removing  officers  of  mi- 
litia or  of  the  army.  The  Sovereign 
is,  by  the  Constitution,  the  first  in 
military  command ;  and  the  prero- 
gative of  governing  the  army  is 
solemnly  declared  by  stat  13  Car. 
2,  c.  6,  to  be  in  the  Crown  alone, 
for  that  the  sole  supreme  govern- 
ment and  command  of  the  militia 
ever  was  in  the  Crown  (2  Black. 
Comm.  by  Stephen,  520).      The 


militia  are  regulated  by  many  tta* 
tutes  there  referred  to  {Ibid.  p. 
598),  especially  42  Geo.  3,  c  90, 
referred  to  in  thecourMof  this  tiial 
as  bearing  on  the  power  of  the 
Crown  to  remove  oflScen  in  the  mi- 
litia. By  the  annual  statute,  called 
the  Mutiny  Act,  the  Sovereign  la 
empowered  to  make  articie$  <[f  wv, 
which  shall  be  judicially  taken  no- 
tice of  by  all  Judges  and  in  sU 
Courts ;  and  to  erect  or  grant  au- 
thority to  convene  eomrti  tmariiai^ 
with  a  jurisdiction  to  try  and  pu- 
nish offences  according  to  those 
articles.  {Ibid.  p.  600.)  On  some 
occasions  the  Crown  direeta  a  Cout 
of  Inquiry  to  be  held,  the  olject  of 
which  is  to  ascertain  the  jHropriety 
of  resorting  to  ulterior  proceedings 
against  the  party  charged.  {Ibid., 
in  notit,)  As  to  these  Courts  of 
Inquiry,  they  axe  only  to  infitrm 
the  mind  of  the  Sovereign,  (acting 
either  through  the  Secretary  of 
War  or  the  Commandet^in-Chis^ 
according  as  the  militia  may  be 
embodied  or  not  at  the  timc^)  the 
Sovereign  having  the  absolute  power 
of  dismissal  whatever  the  resoh, 
even  if  it  be  acquittal ;  Home  v. 
Bentinek,  2  B.  &  B.  130. 

No  formal  charges  therefore,  still 
less  any  inquiry,  would  be  neces- 
sary to  lead  to  the  removal  of  a 
Lieutenant-colonel;  though  sons 
recommendation  must  be  made  to 
the  Crown  by  the  Secretary  of  War, 
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maliciously  caused  it  to  be  represented  to  the  Queen  that        1863. 


and  he  of  courte  must  act  on  some 
representatioDB  made  to  him ;  and, 
in  this  instance,  it  is  expressly  al- 
leged that  there  were  charges  actu- 
ally made  hy  the  Earl  as  Colonel-in- 
Chief :  and  though  it  is  not  alleged 
that  the  defendants  conspired  to 
make  these  charges,  it  is  alleged 
that  they  were  **  in  pursuance"  of  the 
conspiracy  to  remove  the  plaintiff. 
It  is  not  therefore  alleged  that  the 
Secretary  of  War  was  any  party  to 
the  conspiracy  before  the  charges 
were  originated ;  and  the  count  was 
obfiously  framed  as  it  was,  with  a 
view  to  meet  the  evidence  as  it 
turned  out,  and  which  showed  that 
there  had  been  no  communication 
bttween  the  Secretary  of  War  and 
the  other  two  defendants  on  the  sub- 
ject, until  after  certain  charges  had 
been  actually  originated  and  sent 
in  by  the  Colonel  to  the  Command- 
ant It  would,  however,  of  course, 
be  necessary  to  establish  and  allege 
that  the  Secretary  of  State  became 
a  party  to  the  conspiracy  at  some 
time,  before  he  recommended  to  the 
Sovereign  the  removal  of  the  plain- 
tiS. 

No  doubt,  although  there  is  a 
^scretionary  power  in  the  Crown 
to  remove  military  officers,  to  cause 
the  removal  of  an  officer  by  means 
of  false  and  malicious  charges 
might  be  actionable  in  one  or  other 
of  three  ways ;  either  by  way  of 
libel  and  special  damage,  if  the 
words  were  legally  defamatory ;  or 
by  way  of  an  action  for  making 
charges  falsely  and  maliciously, 
and  without  reasonable  or  probable 
canae  (which  is  the  cause  of  action 
in  the  aecond  count) ;  or  by  way  of 

O 


Dickson 
an  action  for  a  consputtcy.    But  «. 

as  to  the  first,  it  does  not  appear  Viscount 
that  the  words  were  legaUy  defa-  ^^^ OthJJT.*' 
matory;  and,  as  the  power  of  dis- 
missal is  discretionary,  it  might 
well  be  that  they  were  not  so. 
Then,  as  to  the  second  ground  of 
action,  it  is  not  alleged  that  the 
charges  were  without  reasonable 
and  probable  cause,  nor,  indeed,  is 
it  distinctly,  if  at  all,  alleged  that 
they  were  false,  still  less,  that  they 
were  wilfully  false,  and  certainly 
not  that  they  were  all  so ;  or  that 
the  dismissal  was  caused  by  means 
of  such  as  were  so;  though  pro- 
bably the  allegation  that  it  was  by 
**  reason  of  the  premises*'  would  be 
construed  to  mean,  some  that  were 
so;  and  perhaps  '* falsely  and  mali- 
ciously represented*'  might  be  con- 
strued in  that  sense  after  verdict. 
But,  even  assuming  this  to  be  so, 
still,  as  all  three  defendants  were 
the  superiors  of  the  plaintiff,  and 

it  would  be  in  the  course  of  their 

duty  to  receive,  transmit  and  re- 
present any  charges  against  him, 

such  as,  if  true,  would  warrant  his 

dismissal,  (and  it  must  be  taken 
*  that  some  were  so,)  it  ieems.clear 

that  no  action   would  lie  against 

them,  unless  either  the  charges  were 

without  reasonable  cause  and  wil- 
fully false,  or  unless  there  was  a 

conspiracy.     Now  the  allegation, 

that  they  **  falsely  and  maliciously 

represented  "  that  the  charges  were 

true,  can  hardly  be  deemed  to  mean 

more  than  that  the  charges  were 

false  in  fact,  and  were  maliciously 

made.    And  even  a  conspiracy  to 

prosecute  a  person  for  a  crime  is 

no  offence  unless  it  were  without 
02 


530 


CASES  AT  THE 


1863.        certaJQ  charges  and  complaints  of  alleged  misconduct  of 


DiCKSOSf 

9. 

ViSCOUlIT 

COMBEEMBEB 

andOtbcn. 


mioDaUe  eame;  R.  v.  Bett,  1 
Salk.  1 74 ;  without  which,  or  a  ooo- 
^racj  it  ii  clearly  oo  ground  of 
actioD ;  Joknsione  ▼.  Sutton,  1  T.  R. 
493.  And  accordingly  the  second 
coant,  laid  wcithaut  a  conspiracy, 
alleges  the  absence  of  reasonable 
cause.  Now  no  doubt  a  conspiracy 
with  damage  may  be  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion ;  and  though  a  conspiracy  to  ob- 
tain the  dismissal  of  a  man  from  hb 
office  may  not  be  per  te  unlawful  un- 
less it  be  by  unlawful  means,it  clearly 
is  so  if  it  be  carried  out  by  such 
means,  especially  if,  as  iu  this  case, 
it  has  been  successful.  A  conspi- 
racy falsely  to  charge  a  man  is  un- 
lawful, whether  it  be  to  charge  him 
with  criminal  acts  or  only  such  as 
may  affect  his  reputation  :  pro?ided 
it  be  to  effect  an  object  in  itself  un- 
lawful ;  R.  T.  Rispal,  1  W.  Blackst. 
370.  But  if  the  object  is  itself 
lawful,  as  to  procure  his  dismissal 
or  his  prosecution,  then  the  means 
must  be  unlawful ;  as,  in  the  case 
of  a  criminal  prosecution,  the 
charges  must  be  false  and  mali- 
cious, and  there  must  either  be  a 
conspiracy  to  make  such  charges, 
or  they  must  be  without  reasonable 
cause  and  wilfully  false;  R,  v. 
Spragg,  2  Burr.  993;  R.  ▼.  GUI, 
2  B.  &  Aid.  204.  An  indictment 
for  conspiracy  ought  to  show  either 
that  it  was  entered  into  for  an  un- 
lawful purpose,  or  to  effect  a  lawful 
purpose  by  unlawful  means ;  R.  t. 
Seward,  I  Adol.  &  Ell.  714.  And 
see  R.  ▼.  Blake,  6  Q.  B.  Rep.  126, 
and  R.  v.  King,  7  Q.  B.  Rep.  782, 
whence  it  appears  that  overt  acts 
may  be  called  in  aid  to  explain  the 
charge  if  averred  to  have  been  in 


pmaaaiiee  of  it,  but  for  whidi  prin- 
ciple the  first  eomit  eould  tcwDdy 
be  snstifnfd.  Here  it  is  not  a- 
pmsly  alleged  that  the  defeodaiita 
conspired  to  efieet  the  plaintiff's 
removal  by  means  of  &]se  charges, 
(which  might  have  amounted  to  an 
implied  allegatioo  that  they  were 
wilfully  fidse,)  bat  merely  that  they 
conspired  to  effect  his  removal,  and 
then,  "  in  porsoanoe  of  lodi  eon- 
spiracy,"  falsely  and  maKcioosly 
represented.  This,  however,  ac- 
cording to  the  case  last  dted, 
would  amount  to  an  aDegation  that 
they  maliciously  conspired  to  eftct 
the  removal  by  means  of  chaiges 
which  were  false.  It  is  doobtlbl 
whether  this  would  mean  that  tfacj 
were  wil/uUy  false;  and  it  is  not 
(as  in  that  case  it  was)  alleged  that 
the  charges  were  without  reason- 
able cause.  The  ooont  most  be 
construed,  if  possible,  so  as  to  make 
it  good  in  tome  sense ;  hot  when  it 
might  possibly  be  good  in  one  of 
two  senses,  and  one  of  them  can 
only  be  applied  to  this  count  by 
doubtful  and  distant  impKeatioD, 
and  is  plainly  expressed  in  another 
count;  and  when,  moreover,  the 
other  sense  is  plainly  axpreascd  in 
the  particular  count  under  oonsi- 
deretion,  it  seems  more  reasonable 
to  construe  the  count  in  that  sense 
rather  than  the  other;  diat  is  (in 
this  instance),  in  the  sense  of  a 
conspiracy  to  effect  the  plaintifTs 
removal  by  means  of  chaiges  ftlse 
in  fact,  and  also  malicious.  And 
in  that  sense  the  conspiracy  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  count 

There  can  be  no  doubt  thatsndi 
an  action  will  lie  in  audi  a  ease^ 
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the  plaintifT,  which  the  Earl  of  Wilton,  as  Colonel  of  the        i803. 


(subject  to  a  question  as  to  whether 
any  action  will  lie  against  a  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  an  act  done  by 
him  in  his  oflSce,  character  and  ca- 
pacity as  such  secretary,)  because 
the  making  of  charges  against  an 
officer  such  as  would  justify  his 
dismissal,  (as  these  must  be  as- 
sumed to  have  been  supposing  them 
true,)  would  amount  to  a  libel, 
which  is  an  indictable  offence;  and 
■o  the  defendants  might  have  been 
indicted  for  a  conspiracy;  and,  al- 
though the  old  common  law  writ  of 
conspiracy  would  not  lie,  (as  it  was 
confined  to  cases  of  felony,)  yet, 
assuming  a  loss  of  office  to  have 
been  caused,  as  in  this  case,  there 
would  be  a  ground  of  action  on  the 
case  in  the  nature  of  a  conspiracy. 
But  then,  on  the  other  hand,  as 
the  charges,  although  false  in  fact, 
would  not  be  even  libellous  or 
actionable  at  all  if  made  bond  fide 
by  the  plaintiff  s  superior  in  com- 
mand ;  and  even  the  letter  of  a  cre- 
ditor to  the  Secretary  of  War,  re- 
flecting on  an  officer,  if  bond  fide 
for  the  purpose  of  redress,  is  pri- 
Tileged ;  (  Fairman  v.  Ives,  5  B.  & 
A.  642 ;)  it  follows,  of  course,  that, 
d  multo  fortiori,  an  action  of  this 
kind  could  not  be  sustained  in  such 
a  case,  unless  these  charges,  which 
it  is  not  averred  were  wilfully  false, 
were  made  in  pursuance  of  a  con- 
spiracy; and,  as  it  is  not  averred 
in  this  count  that  they  were  with- 
out reasonable  cause,  nor,  as  al- 
ready observed,  is  it  alleged  that 
they  were  wilfully  false,  the  alle- 
gation of  conspiracy  u  the  more 
ettential.  The  count  must  be  con- 
strued in  the  sense  necessary  to 


make  it  good,  and  good  at  againtt  Dickson 
all  the  defendants,  it  was  necessary  Viscount 
to  allege,  that  General  Peel  con-  Coiibermbre 
spired  with  one  or  other,  or  both,  "^^  Others, 
of  the  other  defendants  to  present 
to  the  Queen  charges  against  the 
plaintiff  which  he  and  they  knew 
to  be  false.  Constitutionally  and 
legally,  tbe  Queen  could  not,  and 
therefore  it  must  be  taken  that 
she  would  not,  have  acted  but 
upon  his  advice ;  and  therefore, 
as  the  damage  could  not  have  been 
sustained  without  his  concurrence, 
mala  fide  or  bona  fide,  in  the  act; 
and  if  he  had  acted  bond  fide  in 
merely  presenting  charges  which 
the  other  defendants  knew  to  be 
false,  of  course  no  action  of  any 
kind  could  lie  against  him  ;  it  was 
therefore  necessary  to  allege  that  he 
was  a  party  to  the  conspiracy.  But 
as  there  could  be  no  conspiracy  to 
present  false  charges  by  the  Colo- 
nel-in-Chief,  without  either  his  con- 
currence or  that  of  the  Lord 
Lieutenant,  and  as  mere  passive 
concurrence,  counsel,  or  consent, 
would  not  render  any  one  liable 
{Sedman  v.  Walker,  1  Exch.  589), 
it  would  be  necessary  to  establish 
as  against  some  two  or  more  of  the  • 
defendants  some  acts  in  furtherance 
of  the  conspiracy.  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  first  count  alleged,  that 
while  the  Earl  was  Colonel,  Lord 
Combermere  was  Lord  Lieutenant, 
and  General  Peel  Secretary  of  War, 
they  conspired  together  to  procure 
plaintiff  to  be  dismissed,  and  in 
pursuance  of  such  conspiracy  mali' 
ciously  caused  it  to  be  represented  to 
the  Queen  that  certain  charges  pre- 
ferred against  him  by  the  Earl  were 
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regiment,  had  made  against  the  plaintiff,  were  true  and 


true;  and  the  count,  it  will  hare 
been  seen,  was  only  good  by  con- 
struing it  as  alleging  this  repre- 
sentation to  the  Queen  as  in  pur- 
suance of  the  conspiracy.  And  in 
point  of  law  there  could  be  no 
dismissal  (without  court  martial) 
but  by  the  act  of  the  Queen,  on 
the  representation  of  the  Secretary 
for  War ;  and  thus  the  count  turned 
entirely  on  the  conspiracy  to  make 
a  false  representation  to  the  Queen. 
It  has  been  well  settled,  that  a 
bonS  fidCf  though  erroneout,  repre- 
sentation to  the  Secretary  at  War  is 
privileged.  Thus,  the  memorial  of 
a  tradesman  addressed  to  the  Se- 
cretary at  War,  complaining  of  the 
conduct  of  a  half-pay  officer  in  the 
army,  for  not  having  paid  a  debt  due 
to  him,  and  stating  the  facts  of  bis 
case  fairly  and  honestly,  according 
to  his  opinion  and  understanding  of 
such  facts,  is  not  the  subject  of  an 
action  for  a  malicious  libel,  although 
the  statement  of  those  facts  is  de- 
rogatory to  the  character  of  the 
officer.  (Fairman  ▼.  Jeef,  5  B.  & 
A.  642.)  And  it  would  of  course 
follow  that  a  bonSJide  representation 
hy  the  Secretary  of  State  would  be 
privileged.  And  though,  in  a  later 
case,  it  was  held,  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  in  an  action  for 
Ubel,  that  a  letter  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  by  an  inhabitant  of  a 
borough,  imputing  to  a  person  who 
was  the  town  clerk,  and  clerk  to 
the  justices  of  the  borough,  corrup- 
tion in  the  latter  office,  was  not  a 
privileged  communication;  Blagg 
T.  iS;riir«,10Q.  aRep.899.  That 
decision  has  itself  been  corrected 
by  a  later  case  in  the  same  Court ; 


Harri$on  ▼.  Bmk,  5  E.  1^  B.  353; 
where  it  is  conceived  the  tme  doe- 
trine  is  laid  dowOy  thai  anch  a 
communicatioQ  hooeatly  made  it 
privileged.  The  latter  case  was  all 
the  stronger,  as  the  party  tbcre  was 
really  and  in  truth  a  volunteer,  or 
a  stranger  who  had  no  peiaonal 
interest  in  the  matter.  On  the 
principle  of  that  caie,  it  is  dear 
that  the  Eari  of  Wilton  and  Lord 
Combermere  in  sending  the  charges 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  were  pri- 
vileged, unless  they  acted  ma- 
liciously, and  of  course  it  would 
follow  that  he  was  equally  pririligcd 
in  presenting  them  to  the  Qpeen  or 
making  any  representation  thereon, 
even  assuming  that  if  be  were  90t 
so  any  aciion  would  lie  against 
him  for  an  act  done  in  hia  capacity 
as  Secretary  of  State.  Any  represen- 
tation to  the  Sovereign  must  of  ne- 
cessity be  an  act  done  in  thai  cha- 
racter and  capacity,  and  so  the  case 
does  not  come  within  the  principle 
of  that  class  of  caaes  in  which  the 
Secretary  of  State  baa  been  held 
liable  as  a  trespasser  far  acts  illegal 
and  without  authority.  Thus  it 
was  held  that  a  Secretaiy  of  Stale 
is  not  a  conservator  or  jualiee  of 
the  peace  under  24  Geo.  2,  and 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  a  \ 
rant  to  break  open  doors  to  i 
for  libellous  papers;  and  eoch  a 
warrant  is  illegal  and  void.  {Emiitk 
▼.  Carrmgtom,  2  Wils.  275.)  So 
a  Secretary  of  State  ia  liable  in 
trespass  for  a  removal  of  a  pri- 
soner by  his  orders,  which  he  had  no 
1^  authority  to  make;  CoUeU 
V.  Grey,  4  Ezch.  729.  Here  it 
was  most  dearly  and  properly  with- 


SITTINGS-^QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


633 


just  and  well-founded  charges,  and  that  the  ptaintiflf  was         1863. 


in  his  authority  to  make  a  repre- 
sentation to  the  Sovereign  as  to  the 
propriety  of  removing  a  Colonel  of 
Militia.  And  all  the  authorities 
having  any  legal  analogy  establish 
that  for  such  an  act  he  could  not  be 
liable,  if  liable  in  law  at  all,  unless 
he  acted  maliciously  and  without 
reasonable  cause. 

Thus,  although  a  Judge  of  an  in- 
ferior Court  of  Record  is  liable  as  a 
tre$pa$ter  for  an  act  done,  even 
honA  fide,  if  without  jurisdiction ; 
Houlden  v.  Smith,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
170;  18  Jur.  598;  magistrates  or 
judges  are  never  liable,  even  crimi- 
nally, for  acts  done  within  their 
jurisdiction,  unless  they  have  acted 
corruptly  (R,  v.  Barron,  3  B.  & 
A.  432;  Linford  v.  Fitzroy,  13 
Q.  B.  240),  whether  acting  judi- 
cially or  otherwise,  as  in  the  matter 
of  an  appointment  or  removal  (Rex 
T.  Jutticet  of  SomenrtRhire,  1  D. 
&  R.  443) ;  and  are  not,  it  should 
seem,  liable  civilly,  where  there 
has  been  no  trespass,  unless  they 
have  acted  not  only  maliciously  but 
without  reasonable  cause  ;  Gelan  v. 
Hall,  27  L.  J.,  M.  C.  78.  And 
this  appears  to  be  the  general  rule 
of  law  as  to  all  persons  acting  in  a 
judicial,  or  quasi-judicial  capacity ; 
Acland  v.  Buller,  1  Ex.  837; 
Toxer  v.  Child,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
151.  And  this  is  viewing  the  case 
most  favourably  to  the  plaintiff,  for 
if,as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  held, 
there  was  no  judicial  or  quasi-judi- 
cial jurisdiction,  the  power  being 
discretionary,  then  it  is  clear  that 
there  must  be  proof  of  corrupt  and 
duhonest  motive  and  want  of  rea- 
sonable cause ;  R.  v.  Darlington, 
6  Q.  B.  Rep.  682.      And  as  that 


was  not  alleged  in  this  count,  the 
gist  was  the  conspiracy. 

This  count,  therefore,  conveyed  a 
charge  in  its  nature  essentially 
joint,  and  requiring  that  at  least 
two,  if  not  all  three  of  the  defend- 
ants should  be  convicted,  in  order 
to  sustain  any  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff thereon ;  that  being  so,  it  seems 
clear  that  it  could  not  rightly  be 
joined  with  another  count  essenti- 
ally general,  and  on  which  any  one 
of  the  three  might  be  separately 
convicted.  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852  (sect.  41),  in 
providing  that  "  causes  of  action,  of 
whatever  kind,  may  be  joined  in 
the  same  suit,"  wisely  and  well 
added,  <' provided  they  be  by  and 
against  the  same  parties  and  in  the 
same  rights;"  and  so  an  action 
against  A.  and  B.,  on  a  joint  cause 
of  action — as  a  bill,  or  joint  debt, — 
could  not  be  joined  with  causes  of 
action  against  A.  and  B.  severally. 
The  misjoinder  is  of  the  more  im- 
portance, in  cases  of  torts,  because 
evidence  admissible  on  one  count 
against  one  or  other  of  the  defend- 
ants might  not  be  legally  admis- 
sible on  the  other  count  on  the 
joint  charge,  and  might  very  much 
prejudice  the  case  as  against  other 
of  the  defendants.  And  it  is  often 
one  of  the  most  difficult  points  in 
cases  of  conspiracy,  whether  a  piece 
of  evidence  as  to  acts  or  words  of 
one  defendant  is  evidence  against 
the  others ;  as  to  which  vide  post ; 
and  it  will  be  seen  that  the  con- 
sideration here  suggested  had  pe- 
culiar force  in  this  case,  as  regards 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

But  further,  it  should  seem  that 
the  Secretaiy  of  State  is,  by  reason 
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of  his  liigh  office  and  dignity,  and 
the  proximity  of  his  position  to  that 
of  the  Sovereign,  protected  from 
all  liability  by  action,  and  all  re- 
sponsibility save  to  bis  Sovereign 
or  to  Parliament,  for  acts  done  by 
him  in  his  office  as  secretary,  and 
by  way  of  advice  to  the  Sovereign 
as  Cabinet  Minister.  The  Cabinet 
Ministers  are  those  privy  council- 
lors who,  being  more  immediately 
honoured  with  the  Sovereign's  con- 
fidence, actually  conduct  the  busi- 
ness of  the  government  •  •  • 
Privy  councillors,  on  taking  the 
necessary  oaths,  become  imme- 
diately so,  during  the  life  of  the 
Sovereign  that  chooses  them,  sub- 
ject to  removal  at  discretion.  The 
duty  of  a  ptivy  councillor  appears 
from  the  oaths  of  office,  which 
consists  of  seven  articles: — 1.  To 
advise  the  Sovereign  according  to 
the  best  of  his  discretion ;  2.  To 
advise  for  the  Sovereign's  honour 
and  good  of  the  public,  without  par- 
tiality, &c. ;  3.  To  keep  the  So- 
vereign's counsel  secret;  4.  To  avoid 
corruption,  &c.  (2  Black.  Comm. 
by  Steph.  480—481.)  The  office 
of  Secretary  of  State  is  one  of  very 
ancient  date.  He  was,  in  fact,  the 
King's  private  secretary,  and  was 
the  ordinary  channel  of  communi- 
cation between  the  Sovereign  and 
the  subject.  The  duties  of  the  office 
till  the  reign  of  Hen.  8,  were  per- 
formed by  a  single  person.  Thence 
till  the  reign  of  Geo.  3,  there  were 
generally  two.  Since  then,  till  very 
lately,  there  were  three — the  Home, 
the  Foreign,  and  the  Colonial.  And 
now  a  fourth  is  added  for  War. 
To  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the 


Home  Department  belongt  pecn- 
liarly  the  maintenance  of  the  peace 
with  the  superintendence  of  the 
administration  of  justice,  to  far  as 
the  royal  prerogative  is  concerned. 
It  is  his  duty  to  see  that  the  sentence 
of  all  courts  of  criminal  judicature 
are  carried  into  effect,  except  where 
mitigated  by  the  royal  prerogatiTe 
of  mercy,  and  it  la  chiefly  by  his 
advice  that  the  exercise  of  this  pre- 
rogative is  guided;  per  Lord  Camp- 
bell, C.  J.,  Harruon  ▼.  BmiA,  5 
£.  &  B.  353.  So  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  for  War;  it  is  by  his  adrice 
the  Sovereign  exerdsei  so  moch  of 
the  prerogative  as  comes  within  his 
province,  as  the  administration  of 
the  militia  when  (fisembodied  does. 
*'  How  can  it  be  said  that  anch  a 
functionary  has  not  a  corresponding 
duty  when  a  memorial  (compUin- 
ing  of  the  conduct  of  any  one  in 
the  department  entrusted  to  him) 
is  presented  to  him?  He  in  the 
discharge  of  that  duty  might  have 
caused  an  inquiry  to  be  made" 
(Ibid.),  or  have  advised  the  Crown 
to  exercise  her  prerogative  witkout 
inquiry,  under  the  summary  power 
of  removal  expressly  given  by  the 
Militia  Act,  42  Geo.  3,  c.  90.  Bat 
without  his  advice  the  plabtiff 
could  not  have  been  dismissed. 
There  is  no  case  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  a  Secretary  of  State 
is  liable  for  an  act  done  in  the  way 
of  advice  to  his  Sovereign  in  the 
exercise  of  her  prerogative ;  and,  on 
the  contrary,  in  all  the  cases  on  the 
subject  the  reatoning  tends  to  show 
that  such  an  action  is  not  sastain- 
able  with  or  without  allegations  of 
conspiracy  or  malice.    In  WkUfidd 
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V.  Lord  Despeneer,  Cowp.  754,  the 
Postmaster-General  was  charged 
with  a  breach  of  a  duty  to  the 
subject  as  bailee.  In  Mottyn  r. 
Fabigat,  Ibid.  161,  and  all  that 
class  of  cases  down  to  Houston  v. 
Stewart^  2  M.  &  G.  337,  the  officers 
sued,  however  high,  and  represent- 
ing the  Crown,  as  Governors  of 
Colonies,  or  as  the  Lord  Lieutenant 
in  this  case,  were  sued  for  acts 
done  directly  to  the  subject,  and 
out  of  their  jurisdiction,  or  in  abuse 
and  excess  of  it,  such  as  in  the 
case  of  a  magistrate  would  sustain 
an  action  of  trespass ;  and  such  as 
was  the  case  in  the  action  against 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  issuing 
an  illegal  order  of  arrest ;  Cobbett 
V.  Grey,  4  Exch.  729. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  although 
the  precise  question  has  not  directly 
been  decided  in  a  case  of  an  alleged 
tortious  act,  within  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  State,  as  it  has  in 
a  case  o(  contract  or  breach  of  duty 
{Gidiey  v.  Lord  Pulmerston,  2  B. 
&  B.  285),  the  reasoning  in  that 
and  in  other  cases  tends  to  a 
conclusion  against  the  maintenance 
of  such  an  action.  **  It  is  not 
pretended  that  the  defendant  is  to 
be  charged  •  •  ®  in  respect  of 
any  other  than  his  public  and  offi- 
cial character  of  Secretary  at  War. 
It  is  in  that  character  only  that  his 
duty  is  alleged  to  arise,  being  there 
for  a  duty  as  between  him  and  the 
Crown  only  •  •  •  and  responsible 
only  to  the  Crown.  And  on  prin- 
ciples of  public  policy  an  action  will 
Dot  lie  against  persons  acting  in  a 
pablic  character  and  situation, 
which  from  their  very  nature  would 


expose  them  to  an  infinite  multi- 
plicity of  actions  at  the  instance  of 
any  person  who  might  suppose  him- 
self aggrieved ;  and  though  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  actions  impro- 
perly brought  would  fail,  yet  the  very 
liability  to  an  unlimited  multiplicity 
of  actions  would,  in  all  probability, 
prevent  any  proper  or  prudent  per- 
son from  accepting  a  public  situa- 
tion at  the  hazard  of  such  peril  to 
himself." 

Now  this  argument,  although  in 
some  degree  applying  to  all  public 
officers  exercising  any  of  the  powers 
of  the  State,  does  not,  it  is  obvious, 
apply  to  the  full,  except  in  the  case 
of  those  high  functionaries  or  Mi- 
nisters of  State  who  are  in  direct 
contact  with  the  Sovereign,  and 
upon  whom  all  lesser  authorities 
depend,  because  it  is  on  their  ad- 
vice that  the  course  of  justice  and 
of  discipline  throughout  the  entire 
department  which  is  their  province 
depends,  and  everything  turns  on 
the  freedom  of  their  advice,  and 
upon  the  maintenance  of  a  per- 
fect confidence  as  to  its  grounds 
and  reasons,  especially  in  the  case 
of  the  Secretary  of  War,  whose 
province  it  is  to  advise  the  Crown 
in  the  exercise  of  a  prerogative, 
absolute  in  its  nature,  and  involv- 
ing the  right  of  arbitrary  or  dis- 
cretionary dismissal.  That  the  ad- 
vice to  the  Crown  in  such  cases 
is  confidential  was  established  in 
Home  V.  Bentinck,  2  B.  &  B.  161; 
and  it  would  seem  in  the  last  de- 
gree monstrous  to  allow  an  action 
against  a  Minister  of  State  for  an 
alleged  act  of  wrong  in  this  con- 
fidential   advice,  the   grounds    of 
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which  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  dit" 
cloie. 

This  eonsideration  cannot  he  at 
all  affected  by  the  circumstance 
that,  at  the  present  time,  the  Secre- 
tary of  War  might  be  examined, 
and  might  explain  the  grounds  of 
his  advice  or  decision,  as  in  this 
case  he  did.  For,  in  the  first 
place,  this  he  could  not  do  without 
the  licence  of  the  Crown  ;  which  it 
might  be  inconyenient  to  give  or 
even  to  apply  for,  as  the  application 
might  place  the  Crown  in  a  very 
invidious  and  inconvenient  di- 
lemma ;  and  next,  until  lately,  he 
could  not  be  aUowed  to  explain  the 
grounds  of  his  advice,  and  thus, 
especially  in  the  case  of  a  discre- 
tionary dismissal,  he  would  be  neces- 
sarily defenceless ;  and  it  would  be 
perfectly  easy  to  allege  malice  or 
conspiracy,  or  anything  else,  against 
him,  and  support  it  by  some  heated 
one-sided  statements ;  as  he  could 
scarcely,  if  the  case  were  to  go 
to  the  jury  at  all,  and  they  did 
not  happen  to  agree  in  the  pro- 
priety of  the  exercise  of  the  pre- 
rogative, or  thought  it  harsh  and 
oppressive,  escape  the  peril  of  an 
adverse  verdict.  In  short,  is  it 
competent  to  an  individual,  merely 
by  alleging  malice  or  conspiracy, 
virtually  to  refer  to  the  jury  tlie 
propriety  of  any  exercise  of  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown,  by  the 
direct  advice  of  its  immediate  re- 
sponsible advisers  ?  Is  not  any  abuse 
of  that  prerogative  a  ground  only 
of  impeachment?  and  does  it  not 
tend  to  put  our  Constitution  in 
peril,  to  make  a  jury  the  tribunal  to 
which  it  is  to  be  referred,  whether 


a  minister  of  the  CrowD,  or  its 
responsible  adviser,  in  a  caae  with- 
in his  provinee,  has  almsad  his 
power?  The  obaervatioiHi  of  the 
Court  in  fioiftoa  ▼•  SXwie^  5  H.  &  N. 
838,  appear  to  go  in  this  direction. 

It  is  true,  that  in  that  oeie,  and 
also  in  the  present  ease,  im  btmeo, 
on  an  application  againat  General 
Peel  to  answer  interrogatorieiy  it 
was  held,  that  the  Minister  must  at 
all  events  allege  that  the  answers  or 
disclosures  wUl  be  to  the  detriment 
of  the  public  service  ;  but  in  the  for- 
mer case  the  action  was  not  against 
the  Minister,  and  in  the  present  ease 
the  objection  was  not  taken,  either 
on  the  application  for  interrogatories^ 
or  on  the  trial,  that  the  action 
would  not  lie  at  all,  as  the  acts 
are  done  in  the  office  or  character 
of  Minister  of  State.  In  J&wm  v. 
Grey,  (vide  potty)  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  held,  that  so  soon 
as  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
had  given  advice  to  his  Severe^  in 
the  matter,  he  would  not  be  asked 
what  it  was,  nor  be  sued  for  giving 
it,  and  the  one  proposition  teemed 
to  be  treated  as  involving  the  other. 
In  the  present  circumstance,  the  act 
of  General  Peel  was  deariy  giving 
certain  advice  to  the  Sovereign. 

No  one  but  the  Secretaiy  of 
State,  except  the  Sovereign  herstl( 
could  state  on  what  grounds  the 
advice  was  given  to  dismiss  the 
officer,  and  the  mere  ftet  that  be 
may  now  be  called  at  a  witness^ 
either  on  his  own  behalf,  or  by  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  againat  him, 
cannot  have  altered  the  law.  la 
Inoin  V.  Grey,  the  Seeretaiy  was 
of  necessity  called  by  the  pldntiC 
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and  in  the  present  instance  he  pro- 
bably must  have  been  so,  to  dis- 
close what  were  the  grounds  of  the 
advice  given  to  the  Sovereign,  had 
it  not  been  for  his  official  letters 
referring  to  the  charges  sent  in  by 
the  two  other  defendants,  by  the 
Earl  as  Colonel,  and  the  Viscount 
as  Commandant.  Taking,  how- 
ever, those  letters  themselves,  it  will 
be  found  that  the  latest  of  them 
distinctly  assigns  as  the  grounds  of 
dismissal  the  neglect  of  the  mess 
meetings  and  accounts,  which  was 
not  disputed,  and  was  in  effect  ad- 
mitted. Now  taking  that  letter  as 
containing  the  true  grounds  of  dis- 
missal, (and  no  one  but  the  Sove- 
reign or  the  Secretary  could  say  that 
it  was  not  so,)  it  is  manifest  that 
whatever  the  amount  of  malice  may 
have  been,  there  could  be  no  ground 
of  action ;  for  if  that  charge  of 
neglect  was  true,  in  fact,  it  was  for 
the  Sovereign,  as  Commander-in- 
Chief  of  the  Army  and  the  Militia, 
to  exercise  her  discretion  as  to 
whether  it  was  a  sufficient  reason 
for  dismissal ;  and  it  not  being  a 
case  of  dismissal  on  the  sentence 
of  a  court  martial,  on  strict  military 
law,  the  question  of  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  could  not  arise. 
Even  in  the  cafe  of  a  dismissal  or 
sentence  of  a  regular  court  martial, 
there  is  no  right  of  interference  by 
the  Courts  of  Law  as  regards  the 
legality  of  the  sentence  or  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence,  according 
to  military  law,  and  the  utmost 
that  they  can  do  is  to  restrain  ex- 
cess of  jurisdiction.  Indeed,  it 
has  been  held,  that  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition cannot  issue  to  a  court 


martial  after  sentence  pronounced 
by  the  court  and  ratified  by  his 
Majesty,  and  execution  by  dis- 
missal from  the  army  in  pursuance 
of  such  sentence;  In  re  Poe,  2  Nev. 
&  M.  636;  5  B.  &  Adol.  681.  See 
Re  Mamergh,  1  Best  &  Smith,  400. 
And  assuming  that  any  action 
could  be  sustained  against  superior 
or  inferior  officers,  for  promoting 
or  prosecuting  charges  wilfully  false 
and  malicious,  it  seems  clear  that 
the  charges  must,  moreover,  have 
been  without  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause.  But  on  a  dismissal 
by  the  Sovereign  on  discretionary 
grounds,  it  seems  difficult  to  see 
how  in  any  case  an  action  could  be 
sustained,  at  all  events,  against  the 
Secretary  of  War,  since  it  must  in 
effect  be  an  action  for  advice  given 
to  the  Sovereign,  which  only  he 
could  disclose,  and  which  he  could 
not  without  her  licence  disclose, 
and  which  at  common  law  he 
could  not  be  called  as  a  witness  to 
disclose.  Even  when  the  removal 
has  been  recommended  in  a  report 
of  a  Board  of  Inquiry,  the  report 
has  been  held  absdutely  inadmis- 
sible, not  merely  protected  irom 
production  on  the  ground  of  danger 
of  detriment  to  the  public  service 
in  the  particular  instance,  but  in- 
admissible on  general  constitutional 
principles ;  Home  v.  Bentinck,  2  B. 
&  B.  130.  It  is  conceived  that  such 
is  the  true  ground;  that  is,  one 
not  of  objection  to  be  taken,  but  of 
absolute  rejection  on  constitutional 
grounds,  paramount  to  the  will  of 
the  Minister.  That  was  the  ground 
on  which  the  Court  put  it  in  Irwin 
V.  Grey,  where  the  Secretary  of 
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of   the  regiment^  and    remoyed  him   from  his 


State  was  not  asked  if,  in  his  view, 
the  disclosure  would  he  detriineDtal 
to  the  puhlic  service;  hut  the 
court  said  he  was  not  to  be  allowed 
to  he  asked  at  all,  what  advice  he 
had  given ;  and  the  case  was 
stopped  hy  the  Judge,  with  the 
subsequent  sanction  of  the  Court. 
That  is,  the  Minister  was  not  al- 
lowed to  be  asked,  and  should  not 
have  been  allowed  to  answer.  The 
reason  is  obvious,  that  the  privilege 
is  not  his,  but  his  Sovereign's,  and 
one  can  easily  conceive  a  case  in 
which  a  disloyal  or  unfaithful 
Minister,  in  times  past,  might  have 
deiired  to  disclose  the  advice  he 
had  given,  in  order  to  throw  the 
responsibility  on  the  Sovereign,  of 
an  act  which  he  had  not  advised. 
In  this  very  case,  the  Minister 
might  have  advised,  that  as  the 
main  charges  were  not  proved,  it 
was  not  a  case  for  dismissal,  and 
the  Sovereign  might  have  judged, 
that  enough  was  admitted  to  make 
dismissal  desirable,  in  which  view 
the  Minister  might  have  acquiesced ; 
to  aliow  the  Minister  to  disclose  his 
advice  would  be  to  allow  an  un- 
faithful Minister  to  throw  on  his 
Sovereign  the  odium  of  an  act  for 
which  he,  having  assented  to  it, 
was  constitutionally  responsible. 
It  seems,  then,  that  the  exception 
from  disclosure  is  absolute ;  and,  if 
BO,  then  it  would  hardly  be  possible 
to  sustain  an  action,  except  on 
grounds  of  dismissal  stated  in  offi- 
cial letters,  assuming  them  to  be 
admissible  at  all,  which,  for  the 
reasons  and  authorities  above  stated, 
it  is  conceived  that  they  would  not 


be.  Taking,  howerer,  the  gronodB 
of  dismissal  Bet  forth  and  mwemA 
by  the  Minister  in  this  ioBtuice^ 
they  were  grounds  justified  by  ad- 
mitted facta ;  to  Buatain  any  action 
then,  it  must  have  been  shown  that 
these  were  not  the  true  groands, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  dismissed 
really  on  other  grounds,  and  on 
charges  wilfully  false.  But  this 
could  not  be  shown  without  show- 
ing what  had  operated  opon  the 
Sovereign's  mind,  which  even  the 
Secretary  could  scarcely  know,  and 
which,  it  is  clear,  he  conld  not  be 
allowed  to  disclose,  even  were  he 
willing  to  do  so;  nor  could  he, 
without  the  royal  licence,  disclose 
even  the  advice  he  had  given.  And 
that  would  depend,  not  merely  on 
his  oath,  as  a  privy  councillor,  to 
secresy,  which  the  Sovereign  c«Nild 
dispense,  but  on  the  constitutional 
importance  of  entire  and  unfettered 
freedom  in  any  advice  given  to  the 
Sovereign,  and  on  the  high  dignity 
of  the  office,  and  the  importance 
and  necessity  of  preserving  its 
holder  from  being  harassed  by  ac- 
tions on  false  pretences  of  malice 
or  corruption.  In  this  respect  it 
resembles  that  of  a  Judge  of  a 
Superior  Court,  who  cannot  be  sued 
on  any  such  pretence.  So  was 
held,  in  this  Court,  in  the  pre- 
vious term,  in  the  case  of  Fny 
V.  Blackburn^  an  action  against 
one  of  the  Judges  of  this  Court,  in 
which  mala  fidet  was  idly  alleged. 
The  judgment  of  Crompton,  Jn 
on  demurrer  to  the  declaration  was, 
that  no  action  would  lie  against  a 
Judge  of  a  Superior  Court  for  any 
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Second  count :  that  while  the  plaintiff  was  Lieutenant- 
Colonel,  and  while  the  defendant^  the  Earl  of  Wilton^ 


act  done  in  his  office  as  Judge — 
whatever  allegations  might  be  in- 
serted— the  judgments  being  based 
on  the  broad  general  principles  of 
public  policy,  requiring  that  the 
Judges  should  not  be  harassed  by 
actions  at  law,  in  which,  of  course, 
anything  could  be  alleged  without 
any  foundation.  So  it  has  been 
held  by  the  Privy  Council  that 
trespass  for  false  imprisonment  will 
not  lie  against  a  Judge  for  acts  done 
judicially  by  him ;  Taaffe  v.  Doumetf 
3  E.  T.  Moore,  36.  The  remedy,  in 
the  improbable  case  of  mala  fides, 
is,  whether  in  the  case  of  one  of  the 
Judges,  or  of  a  Secretary  of  State, 
impeachment,  or  petition  to  Par- 
liament. Nor  even  in  the  case  of 
an  inferior  Judge,  or  public  func- 
tionary,  will  an  action  lie  for  an 
act  within  his  province,  without 
malice  and  want  of  reasonable 
cause.  The  recent  case  of  Irwin 
V.  Grey,  pott,  appears  to  apply 
the  same  principle  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  upon  the  same  broad 
principles  of  public  policy,  on  which, 
indeed,  it  had  always  been  held  that 
communications  in  official  corre- 
spondence could  not  be  produced  in 
evidence,  in  an  action  against  a  per- 
•on  holding  a  public  office,  for  an 
injury  supposed  to  have  been  done 
in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
such  office;  Anderson  v.  Hamilton, 
2  B.  &  B.  244,  n. 

In  this  case  the  Minister  waived 
any  exemptions  and  obtained  his 
Sovereign's  leave  to  disclose  any 
advice  he  had  given.  Taking  the 
avowed  grounds  of  dismissal,  neg- 
lect   of  mess    meetings   and    ac- 


counts, they  were  admitted  to  be 
well  founded  in  fact ;  and,  as  to 
any  other  suggested  or  supposed 
grounds,  the  Secretary  of  State 
could  not  do  more,  even  with  the 
leave  of  the  Sovereign,  than  disclose 
that  he  had  submitted  them  to  the 
Sovereign  and  given  certain  advice 
thereon  ;  and  he  could  not  show 
what  had  operated  on  his  Sove- 
reign's mind.  This,  therefore,  did 
not  enable  him  to  disclose  on  what 
grounds  the  plaintiff  was  really 
dismissed  ;  and  even  if  it  did,  it 
is  a  grave  question  whether  the 
exemption  is  one  which  the  Minis- 
ter can  waive,  and  whether  it  is 
not  a  matter,  not  of  feeling,  or 
of  personal  protection,  but  one  of 
public  policy,  which  it  is  for  the 
Court  to  enforce  and  uphold  in 
the  interests  of  the  public.  The 
precedent  set  by  one  Minister,  from 
feelings  of  high  spirited  honour, 
might  place  another  Minister,  on  a 
future  occasion,  in  a  very  invidious 
position,  and  oblige  him  either  to 
run  a  risk  of  injury  to  the  public 
service  or  to  incur  the  odium  of 
appearing  to  raise  the  objection  for 
the  purpose  of  personal  protection. 
It  b  conceived  that  it  is  not  a  mat- 
ter of  protection  or  exemption  for 
the  sake  of  the  person,  but  of  the 
nation,  and  that  such  matters  as  are 
within  the  scope  and  province  of 
the  proper  functions  of  a  high 
Minister  of  State  are  not  the  fitting 
subject  of  an  action  at  law,  and 
not  fit  to  be  submitted  to  a  trial 
by  jury,  but  are  of  so  high  a  nature 
that  they  are  reserved  for  the  espe- 
cial and   exclusive   cognizance  of 


1863. 
Dickson 

V, 

Viscount 

combermerb 

and  Others. 


540 


CASES  AT  THE 


1863. 


Dickson 

V. 

ViSCODMT 
COMBBRMBRE 

and  Othert, 


was  Colonel  of  the  regiment^  and  while  the  defendant 
Viscount  Combermere  was  Lord  Lieutenant,  and  while 

Parliament  It  will  be  observed 
that  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the 
plaintifl^  Bovill  remarked  that  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  removed  on  the  grounds 
suggested  to  be  false,  but  that  he 
declined  to  take  the  objection,  as 
General  Peel  desired  to  be  called. 
But  it  is,  on  that  account,  the  more 
important  to  point  out  that,  on 
the  plaintiff's  evidence,  there  was 
clearly  no  cause  of  action,  and  that 
it  is  a  grave  constitutional  question 
whether,  against  the  Secretary  of 
State  any  such  action  would  lie, 
and  whether  he  could  be  called  as 
a  witness,  either  against  himself  or 
in  self-defence,  to  disclose  not 
merely  his  advice  to  his  Sovereign, 
but  the  grounds  which  may  have 
influenced  her  decision  and  her 
judgment  For  in  theory  of  law 
the  judgment  and  the  decision  was 
that  of  his  Sovereign,  as  a  matter 
of  discretion ;  and  even  he  could 
not  tell  what  had  influenced  or  de- 
cided the  judgment.  Now  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  objections  of  this  nature 
to  the  trial  of  an  action,  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy,  that  they 
arise  upon  the  trial,  although  they 
may  also  be  raised  by  pleading 
upon  the  record,  especially  if,  as  in 
this  case,  the  very  pleading  the 
matter  would  entail  the  very  mis- 
chief which  it  is  desired  to  avoid ; 
for  of  course  a  plea  that  the  matter 
was  done  in  the  discharge  of  the 
confidential  duty  of  adviser  to  the 
Sovereign  would — beyond  its  either 
involving  a  confession  of  the  con- 
spiracy, or  amounting  to  not  guilty 
— raise,  in  some  degree^  indirectly. 


the  very  quettioQ  whidi  public 
policy  precludes.  It  it  undauUedly 
true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  if  dia 
facts  alleged  in  the  dcdaratioo  be 
proved,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to 
find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  if  thtee 
facts  do  not  diadoae  a  aafficieBt 
cause  of  action,  the  defendant 
must  move  in  arrest  of  jodgment; 
Lumlqf  V.  AUda^,  1  a  &  J.  303; 
and  the  duty  of  the  Judge  is  not  to 
consider  whether  the  facta  chaigcd 
give  a  ground  of  action,  but  to 
assist  the  jury  in  matters  of  law 
which  may  arise  upon  the  trial  of 
those  facts;  Ibid.  Here  the  qoestion 
is  not  as  to  the  cause  of  action,  bnt 
is  rather  an  objection  on  the  ground 
of  public  policy,  on  the  trial  of  the 
question,  and  it  is  an  olyection 
altogether  paramount  to  the  partitt; 
so  that  even  if  the  defendant  did 
not  take  the  objection,  it  would  be 
the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  do  ao^  in 
the  interest  of  the  State;  and  a  case 
might  occur  in  which  an  unfidthfnl 
or  disloyal  ex-Miuister  might  actu- 
ally be  anxious  to  have  a  matter 
disclosed  which  it  would  be  the  duty 
of  the  Judge  to  exclude.  Thus  in 
the  case  of  its  coming  out  on  the 
trial  of  a  civil  action  that  the  matter 
is  felony,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Judge 
at  ouce  to  stop  the  action  and  direct 
the  indictment  of  the  defendant, 
though  he,  of  course,  would  gladly 
waive  the  penalty  and  compound 
for  damages.  (See  the  recent  case 
of  WetliKkv.  Constant ine^  2  Fost& 
Fin.  791 .)  The  decided  cases  all  are 
in  favour  of  the  view  here  presented. 
Thus  in  Cobbett  v.  Grey,  4  Excfa. 
729,  the  action  was  held  to  lie  only 
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the  defendant  General  Peel  was  Secretary  for  War,  they, 
the  defendants,  wilfully,  maliciously  and  without  any  reason- 
able or  probable  cause  (a),  and  by  means  of  divers  false  and 

because  there  had  been  a  trespass ; 
an  act  of  force  to  the  person  of  the 
plaintiff  by  the  order  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  without  any  legal 
authority.  But  in  an  action  against 
the  captain  of  a  vessel  of  war,  for 
an  act  to  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff ratified  by  the  Government,  it 
was  held  that  the  ratification  of  the 
defendant's  act  by  the  Ministers  of 
State  was  equivalent  to  a  prior 
command,  and  rendered  it  an  act 
of  State,  for  which  the  Crown  alone 
was  responsible  (Parke,  B.,  dubi- 
tante),  and  that  such  defence  was 
open  under  the  general  issue ;  JBu- 
ron  V.  Denman^  2  Exch.  167.  So 
it  has  been  held  that  Commissioners 
appointed  under  a  public  act,  to  do, 
on  behalf  of  the  executive  govern- 
ment of  the  country,  certain  things 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  are  not 
liable  in  the  same  manner  as  a  pri- 
vate company  is  held  to  be,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  statutable  powers 
granted  to  them;  Reg,  v.  Wood$ 
and  Forests  (Commissioners),  19 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  497.  The  principle 
of  that  decision,  and  of  the  cases 
there  cited,  point  to  the  same  con- 
clusion ;  and  it  is  shown  that  a  con- 
trary view  would  lead  to  the  most 
alarming  results,  and  virtually 
transfer  the  control  of  the  executive 
government  from  Parliament  to  a 
jury.  In  this  very  case  it  will  be 
seen  that  recourse  was  had  to  Par- 
liament, and  that  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  his  place  in  Parliament 
answered  upon  the  matter;  which, 
constitutionally/  he  could  not  have 
done,  had  it  been  a  matter  concern- 


ing the  common  justice  of  the  na- 
tion as  between  subject  and  subject. 
(a)  This  count  is  obviously 
framed  with  a  view  to  avoid  the 
construction  which,  it  is  conceived, 
must  be  put  upon  the  previous 
count  (viz.,  that  of  a  joint  act), 
and  to  make  it  available  against 
any  one  of  the  defendants  who 
might  be  shown  to  have  been  a 
party  to  the  making  or  transmit- 
ting of  charges  known  to  be  false, 
and  made  without  reasonable  and 
probable  cause.  It  is  conceived  that 
as  to  the  acts  of  parties  acting  within 
the  scope  of  their  office  and  function, 
as  in  the  case  of  military  superiors, 
charges,  though  false,  or  a  dis- 
missal although  groundless,  can- 
not be  made  a  cause  of  action, 
unless  either  by  reason  of  conspi- 
racy, or  want  of  reasonable  and 
probable  cause,  however  malicious 
the  act  might  be.  It  seems  a  gene- 
ral principle,  that  an  act,  in  the 
scope  of  a  legal  right  or  duty,  is 
never  actionable  merely  by  reason 
of  malice  and  damage.  Even  iu 
cases  between  one  private  party 
and  another,  if  the  act  is  such  as 
was  within  the  scope  of  a  public 
right— though  in  abuse  of  it — no 
action  will  lie  without  both  malice 
and  want  of  reasonable  cause,  as 
in  the  case  of  one  party  suing  out 
a  ca,  sa.  against  another  knowing 
that  he  has  a  protection  from 
process ;  Roret  v.  LewiSf  5  D.  & 
L.  171.  But  even  malice  and  want 
of  probable  cause  will  not  give  a 
cause  of  action  where  the  injury 
was  in  the  course  of  regular  though 
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V.  tenant-Colonel,  and  by  falsely  and  maliciously  pretending 

CombermYre  ^h^^  certain  charges  were  by  Lord  Combermere  ascertained 
and  Othen.    ^  jjg  ^^ue  and  just,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  displaced 
from  his  office.     Plea :  Not  Guilty. 

Coleridge,  Denman  and  O,  Allan  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sir  W.  Atherton  (Attorney-General)  and  DawdeswtU  for 
General  Peel. 


abusive  exercise  of  the  powers  and 
process  of  a  Superior  Court  of  Law, 
the  remedy  in  such  case  being  an 
application  to  that  court  to  set  aside 
the  oppressive  procedure  and  inflict 
condign  punishment  So  held  in  a 
court  of  error;  De  Medina  v. 
Grow,  10  Q.  B.  152.  Now  the 
Secretary  of  State,  or  the  Com- 
mander-in-Chief, stand  at  the  head 
of  the  army  and  militia ;  the  superior 
commanders  of  corps  are  respon- 
sible to  them,  and  the  appeal  lies 
from  them  to  the  Queen  or  Par- 
liament, and  in  this  instance  both 
these  appeals  were  pursued.  It  is, 
to  say  the  least,  doubtful,  therefore, 
whether  an  action  at  law  is  the 
proper  remedy  in  such  a  case,  even 
as  against  the  Commanders,  they 
having  acted  within,  though  in 
abuse  of,  their  functions.  But  it 
appears  manifest  that  no  action 
will  lie,  under  any  pretence,  against 
the  Secretary  of  State  in  such  a 
case.  Aud  as  against  the  other 
defendants  there  would  be  the 
question  of  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  (assuming  that  it  could 
arise  at  all  in  a  case  of  discre- 
tionary dismissal),  which  was  one  of 
law  for  the  Judge,  upon  the  facts  as 
proved  or  admitted.  As  regarded 
the  avowed  ground  of  dismissal — 


neglect — the  facts  were  admitted; 
but,  as  regarded  the  others,  tbcj 
were  not  so ;  and,  betide  the  qnct- 
tion  of  probable  ground  for  belief, 
there  was  the  question  of  belief  in 
the  minds  of  the  defendants,  which, 
of  course,  would  be  one  of  fact  for 
the  jury.  On  the  trial  of  an  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution,  when 
the  existence  of  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  is  established  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Judge,  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  nonsuit  in  the  absence 
of  proof  of  a  belief  in  defendant's 
mind  that  there  was  not  reasonable 
and  probable  cause ;  and  it  should 
seem  that,  whether  such  belief  ex- 
isted in  defendant's  mind,  is  a 
question  for  the  jury  in  forming 
their  opinion  on  the  existence  of 
malice ;  Turner  v.  Amhier,  16  Jar. 
346;  11  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  158.  In 
this  case,  therefore,  as  regarded 
the  disputed  charges,  even  assmnr 
ing  probable  cause  for  some  of  them 
(others  of  them  being  admitted  to 
be  unfounded),  there  would  be  the 
question  of  belief  for  the  jury.  It 
is  to  be  observed  further,  that  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  was  not  called 
upon  to  nonsuit,  but,  notwithstand- 
ing, seems  to  have  had  great  doubt 
as  to  the  maintenance  of  the  actioii ; 
vide  pott . 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH.  643 

Bovill  and  Field  for  Lord  Combermere.  1®^« 

Lush  and  Milward  for  Lord  Wilton.  l>ic^oi, 

Viscount 
Particulars,  delivered  under  a  Judge's  order,  stated  that  Combbrmerk 

**  the  charges"  referred  to  in  tlie  declaration  were  those 
contained  in  the  Report  of  a  Regimental  Board  of  July, 
1857;  in  a  letter  of  the  Earl  of  Wilton  to  Lord  Comber- 
mere,  of  26th  May,  1858;  and  a  letter  of  Lord  Comber- 
mere  to  General  Peel,  of  9th  June,  1858. 

According  to  the  plaintiff's  case  these  letters  arose 
thus : — 

It  appeared  that  the  nature  of  the  militia  service  was 
such  that  an  officer  could  only  be  removed  by  the  Crown, 
of  course  upon  the  advice  of  the  Secretary  for  War. 
During  the  period  of  their  embodiment  the  militia  were 
subject  to  the  Mutiny  Act,  the  Articles  of  War,  and  the 
regulations  of  the  service.  One  of  these  was,  that  the 
officer  in  command  should  look  after  the  mess  and  the 
mess  accounts,  and  see  that  the  accounts  did  not  get  into 
arrear,  so  as  to  cast  discredit  on  the  regiment.  Regularly, 
when  a  regiment  was  permanently  embodied,  a  mess  com- 
mittee would  be  formed,  but  the  regular  system,  it  was 
urged,  could  scarcely  be  applied  at  first  to  a  regiment 
merely  called  out  for  a  few  days.  It  was  admitted,  how- 
ever, that  when  a  militia  regiment  was  embodied  they  were 
under  the  usual  military  regulations. 

The  *'  Military  Regulations"  were  put  in,  and  it  appeared 
that  it  was  part  of  the  duty  of  a  commanding  officer  to 
maintain  a  system  of  economy,  especially  with  regard  to 
the  officers'  mess ;  and  to  discourage  unnecessary  entertain- 
ments and  needless  expenses  of  all  kinds,  and  to  see  that 
the  mess  accounts  were  regularly  kept  and  checked. 

It  further  appeared,  that  the  lord  lieutenant  of  a  district 
is  ex  officio  commandant  of  the  militia  within  it. 

The  particular  facts  out  of  which  the  action  arose  were 
these: — la  March,  1855,  the  2nd  Tower  Hamlets  Regiment 

VOL.  III.  p  p  p.p. 
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1863.  of  Militia,  of  which  Colonel  North  was  then  Lieutenant- 
Colonel  and  the  Earl  of  Wilton  Colonel-in-Chief,  the 
plaintiff  being  then  only  a  Major  in  it,  was  embodied,  and 
CoMMEEMBKa  ^  ^^^  ^^^  formcd  (at  first  without  a  mess  committee), 
and  Othoi.  ^^jj  ^  ^^gg  fy^ j  ^q  which  all  the  officers  of  course  con- 
tributed. In  the  summer,  certain  entertainments  took 
place,  the  expenses  of  which  were  drawn  from  the  mess 
fund.  In  August,  1865,  Colonel  North  left  the  regiment, 
and  Major  Dickson  succeeded  him  as  Lieatenant*CoIonely 
Captain  Walker  succeeding  as  Major.  In  October,  1855, 
a  mess  committee  was  appointed,  of  which  Captain  Dixoo 
was  president  In  June,  1856,  the  regiment  was  disem- 
bodied, debts  were  found  owing,  and  some  dissatisfactioa 
and  disputes  arose  as  to  the  accounts.  Colonel  Dickscm 
complained  that  Captain  Dixon,  the  mess  president,  had 
not  rendered  his  accounts,  and  applied  to  the  Earl  to 
enforce  their  adjustment. 

It  was  admitted  that  mess  meetings  had  not  been  held, 
and,  so  far  from  its  being  disputed,  it  was  stated,  as  part 
of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  that  he  had  always  been  of 
opinion  that  there  had  been  mismanagement,  and  that  if 
the  mess  fund  had  been  well  conducted  there  need  not  hsM 
been  such  arrears;  and  in  February,  1857,  he  soggestad 
that  the  officer  (Captain  Dixon),  who  had  been  president 
of  **  the  mess  committee"  for  three  months,  should  render 
his  accounts,  which,  it  appeared,  he  had  not  done,  and 
with  that  view  applied  to  the  EarL 

On  tlie  9th  of  May,  1857,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  Loid 
Wilton,  complaining  that  the  mess  accounts  had  not  been 
rendered,  and  pressing  that  they  should  be  gone  into.  Ha 
said  he  never  had  any  answer  to  that  letter,  nor  any  com- 
munication from  the  Earl  as  to  the  order  issued  on  the  18th 
of  May  for  a  Board  of  Inquiry  into  the  accounts  of  the 
regiment.  He  never,  he  said,  saw  the  order  until  before 
the  Board  of  Inquiry  at  the  War  Office. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  ill-will  on  the  part  of  the 
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Earl  towards  the  plaintiff  before  or  at  this  time,  other  than         1863. 
the  circumstances  of  the  appointment  of  the  Board ;  but  it      TT^^^ 
was  suggested  that  these  circumstances  showed  a  desire  o. 

to  get  rid  of  the  plaintiff.  Combbemkrb 

The  order  for  the  Regimental  Board  of  Inquiry  was    •»>«1^*^«»- 
issued  by  the  Earl : — 

"  To  examine  into  the  mess  accounts  from  the  date  of  the  embodiment 
of  the  regiment,  when  each  of  the  mcM  presidents  for  the  period  of  his 
office  will  be  ready  to  hand  o?er  all  vouchers  and  receipts.  The  Board  to 
consist  of  Major  Walker  and  the  two  senior  captains,  and  to  report  their 
proceedings  to  Colonel  the  Earl  of  Wilton." 

The  plaintiff  stated  that  he  had  attended  this  Board  of 
Inquiry  once  or  twice,  when  desired  to  do  so,  and  pro- 
duced his  receipts,  and  did  not  complain  of  his  not  having 
been  heard.  He  complained,  in  his  evidence,  that  the 
three  officers  next  in  succession  to  him,  and  who,  there- 
fore, as  be  suggested,  had  an  interest  in  his  removal,  should 
have  been  appointed  to  inquire  into  his  conduct  (a).  But 
he  did  not  say  he  had  complained  of  this  at  the  time. 

In  July,  1856,  the  Board  made  their  report  to  the  Earl. 

The  report  of  the  Regimental  Board  was  sent  by  the 
Earl  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  principal  paragraphs  in  it, 
with  his  remarks  thereon,  were, — 

That  between  the  embodiment  of  the  regiment  in  March,  1855,  and 
IIm  formation  of  the  mess  in  October,  1855,  there  was  a  misapplication 
of  the  funds  of  the  regiment  for  entertainments,  the  costs  of  which  ought 
lo  have  been  defrayed  by  the  officers  at  that  time  belonging  to  the 
regiment  Since  that  period  the  affairs  of  the  mess  have  been  conducted 
by  the  president  of  the  committee  acting  under  the  sole  direction  of 
Lteutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  by  whom,  contrary  to  the  usages  of  the 
■errice,  lai^e  orders  have  been  given  for  plate  and  utensils  without  the 
eoosent  of  die  officers  being  obtained  at  mesa  meetings,  or  any  steps 
being  taken  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  funds. 

The  Board  baa  also  to  report  that  it  appears  that  the  funds  have 
beooma  thus  unfortunately  indebted,  from  there  having  been  no  due  in- 
vestigation of  their  state ;  "  for  during  the  whole  time  of  the  embodiment 
af  the  regiment,  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  more  than  one  mess 
meeting  for  the  purpose  of  examining  the  accounts,  at  which  meeting  no 
bflfifif—  could  be  transacted,  as  the  agents  had  not  furnished  an  abstract 

(a)  Sed  vide  pati,  p.  574. 
pp2 


546 


CASES  AT  THE 


1863. 
Dickson 

V. 

VlSCOUWT 

COMBERMERB 

and  Othen. 


of  the  iccountf,  and  consequently  not  one  of  the  oflieen  was  in  any  way 
acquainted  with  the  state  of  the  funds  or  knew  what  liabQitiea  had  been 
incurred,  which  the  state  of  those  funds  did  not  warrant." 

[Colonel  Dickson's  remarks  on  these  statements  were  to  the  efieet  Chat 
Lord  Wilton  was  aware  of  the  orders  and  entertainmeDta  which  were 
usual  and  necessary,  and  that  '*  the  liabilities  were  petty  generally  known 
to  the  officers,  but  the  statement  as  to  the  disuse  of  mess  meetings  was 
admitted  and  no  excuse  given  except  that  they  were  in  confnsioD."] 

The  Board  have  to  report  that  Lieutenant-Cdonel  Diduon  has  re- 
ceived and  disposed  of  a  large  amount  of  money  belonging  to  the  funds, 
and  still  holds  a  balance.  In  examining  the  accounts  they  find  that  since 
15th  February,  1856,  he  has  kept  in  his  possession  different  auMnintsof 
money  belonging  to  the  funds  of  the  regiment,  although  at  the  same  tims 
there  were  outstanding  bills  and  frequent  applications  to  him  from  trades- 
people for  a  settlement  of  their  claims. 

[The  Colonel  wrote  on  this: — Very  fortunate  I  did  so  or  die  credit  of 
the  regiment  would  have  suffered.  The  Lieutenant-Colonel  waa  the  target 
shot  at  since  the  disembodiment  I  consider  I  have  managed  the  appli- 
cants extremely  well,  considering  the  heavy  claims  and  small  funds  to 
meet  them.  I  paid  away  according  to  my  discretion  the  funds  at  my 
disposal  handed  to  me  by  the  Colonel,  and  with  the  sanctioD  of  Loid 
Wilton  and  responsible  to  him  alone.  I  paid  210/.  to  the  wine  merchaDta, 
which  I  regret,  as  from  the  large  amount  of  wine  consumed  by  the  mess^ 
between  300/.  and  400/.,  the  presidents  ought  to  have  attended  to  the 
liquidation  of  these  claims,  as  they  were  receiving  and  did  receive  a  yetj 
considerable  amount.] 

The  Board  also  found,  that  on  the  9th  February,  1857,  the  Lientenast- 
Colonel  held  in  his  possession  a  balance  of  27/.,  and  [Colonel  Dicksoo 
wrote  on  this :  This  is  probably  correct]  about  the  same  time  receiTed  sums 
which  nearly  came  to  the  amount  of  200/.,  and  that  no  payments  were 
made  by  him  until  the  Board  commenced  sitting;  Tic,  1st  and  2Dd 
June  instant,  although  there  were  many  claims  on  the  regiment. 

[Colonel  Dickson  remarked  on  this : — Part  of  this  went  to  satisfy  the 
wine  merchants  and  part  to  the  linen  merchants.] 

[Colonel  Dickson  further  went  into  statements  with  a  view  to  show  tbst 
he  had  only  in  his  hands  a  small  sum,  but  it  will  he  seen  he  not  only  did 
not  dispute  the  fact  of  the  confusion  of  accounts  and  n^lect  of  the  mem 
fund,  &c.,  but  made  it  part  of  his  own  statement  in  defence^  throwing  die 
responsibility  on  the  mess  presidents.] 

In  conclusion.  Colonel  Dickson  wrote : — "  That  he  was  satisfied  thst 
there  was  some  great  deficiency  in  the  accounts  of  the  wine  fond,  and  be 
desired  leave  to  examine  them  with  an  accountant,  dedaring  that  hit 
remarks  would  be  corroborated  by  vouchers,  which  he  begged  Lord 
Wilton  to  peruse,  and  desired  to  be  allowed  to  attend  him  with  them." 

The  phiutiff  stated  that  the  Earl  of  Wilton  had  DOt 
acceded  to  this  latter  request. 
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The  plaintifTy  in  his  evidence,  entered  into  explanations        1863. 
of  the  charges  as  to  mess  meetings  and  mess  funds,  very 
much  to  the  effect  of  his  written  statements,  not  so  much  v. 

disputing  the  facts  above  set  forth,  but  excusing  himself  combermerb 
from  responsibility.  He  stated,  in  general,  that  the  Colonel  •"^  Othew, 
declared  Lord  Wilton  was  privy  to  the  expenses  which  had 
been  incurred,  though  he  did  not  show  that  he  was  aware 
of  the  state  of  the  regimental  funds  at  the  time.  He  said 
there  were  no  particular  regulations  as  to  the  times  at  which 
mess  meetings  were  to  be  held  to  audit  the  accounts. 

The  plaintiff  stated  that,  though  there  were  not  regular 
mess  meetings,  the  officers  were  aware  of  the  goods  he  had 
ordered,  and  that  the  Earl  certainly  was  as  much  aware  as 
he  was  that  there  were  not  regular  mess  meetings.  During 
the  summers  of  1855  and  1856,  he  was,  he  said,  constantly 
in  communication  with  Lord  Wilton,  and  told  him,  in 
August,  1856,  that  the  subscriptions  of  the  officers  to  the 
wine  fund,  which  was  distinct  from  the  mess  fund,  had 
been  paid  and  received^  but  not  duly  applied  by  the  mess 
president  It  was  the  business  of  the  mess  president,  he 
said,  to  see  that  the  wine  merchant  was  paid,  receiving 
the  money  from  the  mess  waiters,  who  received  the  sub- 
scriptions from  the  officers. 

In  point  of  fact,  however,  the  arrears  and  neglect  of  the 
accounts  were  not  denied,  and  were  admitted  facts  in  the 
case  all  along. 

It  did  not  distinctly  appear,  upon  the  plaintiff's  case, 
when  the  Earl,  as  Colonel,  sent  the  report  of  the  Regi- 
mental Board  to  Lord  Combermere,  as  Lord  Lieutenant ; 
but  it  was  not  until  many  months  after;  and  when  he  sent 
it  he  also  sent  the  plaintiiTs  counter-statements. 

On  the  18th  March,  1857,  the  plaintiff  stated,  he  was 
sent  for  by  Lord  Combermere,  who  spoke  to  him  in  a 
friendly  way  on  the  subject 

Up  to  this  time  there  was  not  only  no  evidence  of  ill- 
will,  or  ill-design,  on  the  part  of  either  of  these  two  de- 
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1863.        fendantfl  towards  the  plaintiff,  bat,  on  bis  evidence,  qnite 
^^"^^^^      the  contrary  appeared  to  baye  been  the  case. 

9.  On  the  9tb  April,  1857,  the  Earl  of  Wilton  was  sued,  bj 

C^MBBRVBRs  One  of  the  tradesmen  who  had  supplied  the  mess  ''  list,**  for 

awl  Othtn.    ^  ^^^  considerable  sum,  which  he  had  to  pay;  and  it  wis 

suggested  that  this  was  the  cause  of  a  rerengefioil  feeling  on 

his  mind  towards  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  30th  April,  the  plaintiff  stated  be  was  sent  for 
again  by  Lord  Combermere,  who,  he  said,  showed  quite  a 
different  tone,  and  said  to  him  angrily,  *'  You  have  allowed 
your  Colonel  to  be  sued,  and  must  resign ;"  from  which  it 
was  suggested  and  sought  to  be  inferred,  that,  at  this  time, 
the  Earl  had  seen  Lord  Combermere,  and  influenced  bis 
mind  against  the  plaintiff;  who  stated  that,  at  this  interview. 
Lord  Combermere  pointed  to  the  papers  which  had  been 
sent  in  upon  the  subject,  and  said  he  **  could  make  nodiiag 
of  them ;"  from  which  it  was  suggested,  and  sought  to  be 
inferred,  that  he  had  taken  a  hostile  resolution  against  the 
plaintiff,  without  due  inquiry,  or  any  care  to  ascertain  the 
merits  of  the  case  (a). 

(a)  As  already  stated,  by  the  law,  Lieutenant   or   the    Seeretaiy  of 

there  is  a  discretionary  power  of  War,  supposing  the  latter  to  be 

removal,  and  therefore  no  inquiry  liable  at  all ;  aa  to  which  vide  mte. 

would  he  strictly  necessary  ;  and  And  in  the  first  instance,  at  to  the 

although  no  doubt  the  concurrence  Lord  Lieutenant,  it  would  not  be 

of  either  the  Lord  Lieutenant  or  the  necessary  that  he  should  adopt  any 

Secretary  of  War  in  the  resolution  particular    course    of    procedure, 

to  effect  the  removal  of  the  Lieu-  provided  he   took  luch  meaiH  to 

tenant -colon  el,  without  any  inquiry  satisfy  his  mind  as  an  booeat  nan 

at  all,  would  be  evidence  of  mala  ought  naturally  and  reasonably  take 

Jidet  (and  it  was  so  put  on  the  part  in  such  a  case.  Long  ago  it  was  laid 

of  the  plaintiff) ;  yet  it  is  to  be  down  that  there  are  two  epeeies  of 

observed  that  no  judicial  inquiry  procedure,  the  natiuml  and  fbimal 

being  legally  necessary,  any  such  and  that  the  former  only  requires 

inquiry  as  might  reasonably  satisfy  natural  justice.  "  Sont  deux  powers 

the  mind  of  any  honest  man  would  et  process,  s.  potenda  ordinata  et 

be  sufficient  to  negative  any  sug^  absolute:    ordinata  est  eome  icy 

gestion  of  mnia^es;  and  that  was  positive  come  certeio  oidre;  sed 

all  that  would  be  necessary  to  show  lex  nature  non  habet  cerium  arii' 

either  on  the  part  of  the  Lord  nem,  sed  per  quemcunqne  i 
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On  the  3rd  May,  the  Earl  and  Lord  Combermere  went    .    1863. 


▼eritas  scire  poteret,  et  ideo  dicitur 
processus  absolutus ;  et  a  lege 
naturae  requiritur  que  les  parties 
sont  presents  (ou  que  lis  sont  ab- 
sentes  per  contumancy)  et  ezami- 
natio  veritatis."  (Tear  Book,  9 
£dw.  4,  c.  15.)  So  in  Bracton, 
all  that  is  laid  down  as  neces- 
sary to  justice,  is,  reasonable  sum- 
mons and  diligent  examination  of 
tbe  truth  (De  Leg^bus,  lib.iii.) ;  that 
is,  in  substance,  that,  according  to 
the  law  of  England,  though  its  own 
procedure  is  regular  and  formal, 
there  may  be  procedure  perfectly 
right  and  just,  which  is  not  accord- 
ing to  its  forms,  and  is  only  in  ac- 
cordance with  natural  justice,  which 
requires  no  more  than  that  the  par- 
ties should  have  an  opportunity  of 
being  heard,  and  should  be  heard, 
and  that  there  should  be  a  real  en- 
deavour to  elicit  the  truth.  It  is 
not  anywhere  laid  down  as  essen- 
tial to  natural  justice  that  the  par- 
ties should  be  heard  in  each  other's 
presence,  or  adduce  proofs  in  each 
other's  presence ;  and  though  the 
latter  is  according  to  the  law 
of  England,  the  former  is  not 
always  so;  and  there  are  many 
cases  in  which  the  hearing  of 
tbe  complaint  is  ex  parte, 
though  if  it  came  to  a  trial  and  a 
question  of  disputed  fact,  the  evi- 
dence is  taken  by  the  common  law 
of  England  in  the  presence  of  both 
parties ;  because  it  is  oral  evidence, 
and  it  is  not  according  to  the  genius 
of  our  law  to  have  written  evi- 
dence. The  statements  of  the  par- 
ties, however,  are  written,  and  are 
only  communicated  to  each  other 
in  that  form ;  and  if  they  are  ad- 
mitted, there  is  no  need  of  evidence. 


And  when  evidence  is  necessary  it 
is  only  a  rule  of  positive  law, 
founded  on  another  rule  of  posi- 
tive law  (that  the  evidence  shall 
be  oral),  which  requires  that  it  shall 
be  in  the  presence  of  both  parties. 
All  that  the  law  of  England  deems 
of  the  substance  of  natural  justice, 
is,  that  both  parties  shall  be  heard. 
This  it  does  deem  essential,  and 
thus,  as  a  general  rule,  summons 
and  hearing  are  necessary  before 
adjudication  (Read  v.  WUmot, 
Vent.  220),  especially  in  all  cases 
of  disfranchisement,  dismissal,  de* 
privation,  or  the  like;  King  v. 
Chalke,  Ld.  Raym.  225 ;  4  Mod. 
33 ;  Bagg's  cau,  1 1  Co.  93.  "  And 
BO,  in  all  cases  of  judicial  convic- 
tions, (per  Holt,  C.  J.,)  of  com- 
mon right,  the  party  ought  to 
be  summoned,  if  possible,  that 
he  may  have  an  opportunity  of 
making  his  defence,  and  it  is 
abominable  to  convict  a  man  be- 
hind his  back;"  Q.  v.  Djfer,  6 
Mod.  41.  "  It  is  against  the  law 
of  England  that  a  man  should  be 
condemned  without  notice  to  make 
his  defence;"  King  v.  Gregg,  8 
Mod.  3.  "  And  it  is  contrary  to 
natural  justice  that  a  man  should 
be  degraded  or  deprived  without 
being  heard  ;"  King  v.  Chanceiicr 
of  Camtfridge  Univertiiy^  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1334.  This  is  all  that  has 
been  held  necessary,  even  as  re* 
gards  domestic  or  inferior  juris- 
dictions where  there  are  legal 
rights  and  judicial  duties.  This, 
however,  was  not  a  case  of  that 
kind,  for  there  was  no  legal  right 
or  itatM,  and  no  judicial  function 
or  duty. 
All  the  casei  where  it  has  been 
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required  that  the  party  should  have 
received  a  Miminoos,  and  have  had 
time  and  opportunity  for  being 
heard,  have  been  either  when  the 
office  from  which  the  party  was 
dismissed  was  a  freehold,  and  where 
the  power  of  dismissal  was  not  dis- 
cretionary, but  for  cause.  In  R.  ▼. 
The  Bttrgei$ei  of  Ipswich  (2  lA, 
Raym.  1232),  the  defendants  had 
omitted  to  state  in  their  return  that 
the  recorder  was  by  their  charter 
an  officer  ad  libitum.  In  R.  v. 
The  Mayor  of  Oxford  (Salk.  428) 
there  was  no  allegation  that  the 
defendants  had  determined  their 
will.  It  is  clear  law  that  if  an 
officer,  civil  or  military,  is  appointed 
in  legal  language  ad  libitum,  he  is 
removable  without  any  summons 
or  hearing;  R.  v.  The  Majfor  of 
Strntjbrd'on-Avon,  1  Lev.  291. 
The  utmost  that  could  be  expected 
from  persons  in  the  position  of  the 
Lord  Lieutenant  and  Secretary  of 
War,  in  a  case  purely  discretionary^ 
would  be  that  they  should  adopt 
such  reasonable  means  to  ascertain 
enough  of  the  facts  to  enable  them 
to  give  a  judgment  in  the  case.  And 
this  might  be  according  to  very 
ancient  principle  and  precedent,  by 
simply  hearing  the  accused  party 
himself,  just  as,  under  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth  of  **  Charitable  Uses," 
the  Commissioners  were  empowered 
to  inquire  by  all  reasonable  means. 
See  Duke  on  **  Charitable  Usen" 
Even  assuming  that  the  Lord  Lieu- 
tenant and  the  Secretary  of  War  had 
decided  wrongly,  surely  the  proper 
recourse  would  be  to  the  Crown  as 
head  of  the  Army,  just  as  it  would 
be  to  the  Crown  as  Visitor  of  a 


Royal  college  or  hotpital.  Thum 
the  domestic  forum,  as  it  k  called, 
of  visitatorial  jariadiction,  "the 
merits,  the  jusdce,  and  the  regu- 
larity of  the  decisioQ  cannot  be  en- 
tered into  in  an  action ;  the  proper 
mode  of  impeaching  it  ia  by  iqppeal 
to  the  visitor;  R.  ▼.  Gncmba, 
Cowp.  320.  The  king's  oourtib 
if  the  college  doea  not  exceed  its 
jurisdiction,  have  no  cognisance, 
no  superintendence.  But  the  visi- 
tor is  the  only  person  to  be  applied 
to,  and,  moreover,  his  judgment  is 
.final.  He  does  not  proceed  by  the 
rules  and  forms  of  the  common  law, 
but  he  suffers  a  party  aliegare  mm 
allegata,  et  probare  turn  probata, 
and  decides  entirely  upon  the  merits. 
Therefore  the  ezpulaion  by  the 
master  and  fellows  must  be  taken 
by  everybody  to  be  a  right  sen- 
tence, until  avoided  or  set  aside  by 
the  visitor,  who  is  sole  judge.  So 
with  respect  to  sentences  of  die 
ecclesiastical  courts,  the  temponJ 
courts  must  consider  them  as  fiual 
until  reversed.  In  this  case  ex- 
pulsion is  a  matter  entirely  of  their 
own  jurisdiction ;  the  visitor  might 
have  proceeded  upon  the  contempt 
and  misbehaviour  subaequenttotbe 
original  offence.  There  is  an  end 
of  all  discipline,  if  this  expolsioa 
might  be  overturned  ♦  ♦  •  with- 
out taking  the  proper  course  of  ap- 
plying to  the  visitor.'*  {IbUL  p. 
322.) 

If  there  were  anj  right  to,  or 
estate  in,  the  oflice,  no  disroisssl 
could  take  place  without  doe  in- 
quiry, and  reasonable  time  and  op- 
portunity to  answer  the  charges  of 
misconduct    No  person  is  to  be 
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tary  of  War,  on  the  subject 
tiff  (a). 

prejudiced  in  bis  legal  interest 
without  having  an  opportunity  of 
explaining  his  conduct,  and  of 
showing  cause  why  persons  having 
a  dbcretionary  power  should  not 
exercise  it  to  his  prejudice ;  Bagg*$ 
caie,  11  Co.  93,  99;  R,  v.  Gatkin, 
8  T.  R.  209;  R.  v.  Benn,  6  T.  R. 
209 ;  Harper  v.  Carr,  7  T.  R.  270 ; 
R.  V.  Ford,  12  Mod.  453;  R.  v. 
Simpion,  1  Str.  44.  All  these 
cases  of  removal,  however,  here 
cited,  are  cases  where  the  party 
was  removable  for  cause,  not  at 
discretion.  And  no  doubt  the  law 
is  similar  in  any  case  where  there 
is  anything  in  the  nature  of  Ajudg' 
ment,  as  where  a  bishop  issues  a 
requisition  to  a  rector  or  vicar  to 
nominate  a  curate  on  the  ground  of 
negligence.  In  such  a  case  (Capel 
▼.  Child,  2  C.  &  J.  558,574),  Lord 
Ltndhurst  says,  "It  is  against 
every  principle  of  justice,  that  a 
judgment  should  be  pronounced 
not  only  without  giving  the  party  an 
opportunity  of  adducing  evidence, 
but  without  giving  him  notice  of 
the  intention  of  the  Judge  to  pro- 
ceed to  pronounce  judgment."  So, 
a  summons  and  hearing  are  neces- 
sary, though  not,  in  terms,  required 
in  any  case  in  which  a  judicial 
function  is  to  be  discharged; 
Painter  v.  The  Liverpool  Oil 
Gatlighi  Company,  3  Adol.  & 
Ell.  433 ;  R.  v.  Wilson,  Id.  817, 
826 ;  R.  V.  The  Justicei  of  the 
West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  7  Adol. 
&  Ell.  583,592;  De  Gret,  C.J,, 
in  Fisher  v.  Lane,  3  Wils.  297, 
302.  In  Doe  d.  Earl  of  Thanct 
V.  Gartham  (1  Bing.  357),  it  was 

(a)  See  note  (a), 


of  the  removal  of  the  plain-        1863. 


held  that  the  visitors  of  a  school 
must  summon  the  master  before 
they  could  determine  his  interest 
The  office  of  schoolmaster,  &c., 
may  either  be  a  freehold  or  an  office 
at  will,  as  was  the  office  of  town- 
clerk  in  Deighton's  case;  Sir  T. 
Raym.  188;  1  Vent.  77;  Sid. 
461.  If  it  is  an  office  of  uncer- 
tain duration,  it  is  not,  therefore, 
for  life,  unless  the  party  miscon- 
duct himself.  An  office  to  be 
held  as  long  as  the  party  shall 
conduct  himself  properly  is  a  free- 
hold, but  not  where  it  is  durante 
bene  placito.  The  power  to  remove 
ad  libitum  exists  clearly  where  the 
office  is  held  durante  bene  placito. 
In  Com.  Dig.  "  Franchises"  (F. 32), 
it  is  said,  <*  Generally,  an  officer 
shall  not  be  removed  without  cause, 
though  the  charter  says,  generally, 
that  he  may  be  removed."  But 
that  means  an  officer  in  the  legal 
sense  of  a  freehold  office,  for  which 
an  assize  would  have  lain;  per 
Ltndhorst,  C.  B.,  Wilkinson  v. 
Malin,  2  C.  &  J.  650.  But  it  is 
enough  in  such  a  case,  even  on  man- 
damus, for  defendants  to  return 
that  they  have  removed  him  by  the 
exercise  of  their  sound  discretion. 
And  if  the  defendants,  or  the 
Crown,  had  a  discretionary  power, 
it  would  not  be  subject  to  the  con- 
trol by  the  opinion  of  the  jury. 

Even  where  there  is  a  clear  ju- 
dicial duty  to  '*hear  and  deter- 
mine**— as  in  the  case  of  justices, 
whether  sitting  singly  or  at  sessions 
—the  remedy  for  refusal  or  neglect 
to  hear  is  (unless  there  is  any  im- 
putation  of  corrupt  or  improper 
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On  the  4th  May,  Lord  Combermere,  at  Lord  Lieutenant, 


motive)  not  criminal  information 
but  a  mandamui.  *'The  law  is 
clear,  and  the  question  is,  have  the 
sessions  heard  this  appeal  or  have 
they  not?  If  they  have  already 
heard  the  appeal,  then  this  Court 
will  not  interfere ;  but  if  they  have 
not  done  so,  this  Court  will  grant  a 
mandamus  to  compel  them  to  hear 
it."  On  this  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  error  is  one  which  may  be 
productive  of  substantial  injustice 
to  either  party.  And  all  that  ap- 
pears to  be  necessary  even  for  a 
judicial  hearing,  is,  tliat  both  parties 
should  have  been  fully  and  fairly 
heard.  No  doubt  **  a  case  cannot 
be  said  to  have  been  heard,  when 
the  evidence  received  is  all  on  one 
side,  and  then  all  the  evidence  ten- 
dered on  the  opposite  side  in  expla- 
nation is  rejected ;"  R,  v.  Flinlskiref 
10  Jur.  475.  But  if  both  parties 
have  been  heard,  although  not  in 
each  other's  presence,  that  is  a  hear- 
ing ;  and  the  obligation  to  hear  in 
each  other's  presence  is  a  rule  rather 
of  positive  law  than  of  substantial 
justice.  It  is  applied,  certainly,  by 
our  law,  to  criminal  and  civil  pro- 
cedure in  general  (except  in  cases 
of  default,  when  proceedings  may  be 
ex  parte),  but  the  reason  of  the  rule 
appears  to  apply  only  to  cases  in 
which  evidence  is  taken  on  disputed 
facts;  and  if  a  prosecutor  having 
made  a  charge  in  the  absence  of  the 
accused,  the  latter  aAerwards  admits 
so  much  of  it  as  to  justify  conviction, 
there  is  no  violation  even  of  law, 
far  less  of  justice.  Still  less  does 
the  rule  of  positive  law  apply  to  a 
domestic  forum,  or  a  power  of  dis- 
cretionary dismissal.  Even  in  cases 
of  freehold  offices,  where  hearing 


has  been  held  neceasary,  it  has 
never  been  held  necessary  tfwt  dia 
party  should  be  beard  in  the  pra- 
•enee  of  an  accnser  or  proaeentary 
tupposing  there  to  ba  any;  nor, 
indeed,  is  it  necessary  that  die» 
should  be  any.  In  the  ease  in 
which  the  doctrine  of  law  aa  to  tha 
necessity  for  hearing  a  man  befMw 
depriving  him  of  a  freehold  oflte 
was  carried  furthest, — that  of  the 
parish  clerk,  dismissed  for  drunken- 
ness, A.  V.  SmUk,  5  Q.  B.  Rep. 
614 — it  was  not  said  by  the  Court 
that  it  was  necessary,  in  any  case^ 
to  do  more  than  to  bear  t^  party, 
informing  him,  of  coutm,  af  the  na- 
ture of  the  charge  or  oomplaint 
against  him.  It  is  laid  down  in 
that  case,  indeed,  that  the  dh- 
missal  may  proceed  on  peraoaal 
knowledge,  provided  only  there  ba 
the  opportunity  of  explanation; 
and  of  course  it  roost  be  immaterial 
how  the  knowledge  ia  derived, 
whether  firom  personal  obeervation 
or  from  accusation;  and  even 
though  it  may  be  necessary  to  jus- 
tice that  the  accusation  ahoold  be 
made  known,  it  does  not  appear  to 
be  necessary  that  the  mcauer  ahoald 
be  disclosed,  though  in  this  instance 
it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into 
that,  for  it  appeared  on  the  |dain- 
tiff 's  own  evidence  that  he  was  told 
the  Earl  of  Wilton  had  made  com- 
plaints or  charges  against  him,  and 
it  did  not  appear  to  be  any  part  of 
his  case  that  he  did  not  Jmow  the 
nature  of  the  accusation  or  the 
names  of  his  accusers.  It  was  no 
more  required  by  substantial  justice 
that  be  dioold  hear  them  make  any 
statements,  than  that  he  should 
not  be  asked  any  questions^  which 
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wrote  to  General  Peel  a  letter—"  that  the  Earl  of  Wilton        1868. 


latter  is  a  rule  of  positive  law  only 
in  criminal  procedure.  In  the  lawi 
of  nianjr  countries,  procedure,  dvil 
or  criminal,  is  by  written  examina- 
tions, and  the  reason  of  confronta- 
tion in  foreign  systems  is  for  iden- 
tification not  croM-ezamination* 
Even  in  our  law,  the  importance 
attached  to  cross-examination,  and 
therefore  to  examination  of  wit- 
ness in  the  presence  of  the  accused, 
only  appilies,  as  is  obvions,  to  cases 
of  diMputed  fticts,  not  where  the 
facts,  so  far  as  may  be  material, 
are  admitted.  Thus  Lord  Comber- 
mere  heard  both  sides,  though  not 
in  the  presence  of  each  other,  which 
is  not  essential  to  justice. 

With  regard,  indeed,  to  the  taking 
of  evidence  on  oath  in  a  judicial  in- 
quiry on  ditputed  Jacts,  on  which 
the  rights  of  parties  are  to  be  de- 
termined, the  course  of  common 
law  procedure,  and  of  all  statutable 
procedure  in  analogy  thereto,  is, 
that  the  evidence  must  be  taken  in 
the  presence  of  both  sides  (except 
in  case  of  default,  when  it  may  be 
ex  parte),  and  with  opportunity  of 
cross-examination,  for  which  the 
mere  communication  of  the  evidence 
on  one  side  to  the  other,  after  it  is 
taken,  is  not  a  sufficient  substitute; 
and  hence,  in  all  convictions,  the 
presence  of  the  party  is  recited, 
and  in  all  criminal  trials  the  pri- 
soner is  present,  and  in  civil  cases 
except  in  wilful  default ;  Attorney 
CenenU  v.  Davium,  M*CI.  &  Y. 
160.  But  it  is  by  no  means  clear 
that  the  mere  taking  of  evidence 
on  one  side  in  the  absence  of  the 
other  is  necessarily  contrary  to  jus- 
tice, provided  the  evidence  be  com- 
monicated  to  the  other  side  before 
the  decision,  and  full  opportunity 


for  answer  is  afforded;  HewUit  v. 
Laycock,  2  C.  &  P.  574 ;  Atkinton 
Y.  Ain-aham^  1  fi.  &  P.  175;  and 
certainly  the  examination  of  written 
evidence  in  the  absence  of  the 
party,  if  he  liave  opportunity  ai 
explanation,  is  not  so  contrary  to 
justice (Pf/7pcrv.  Graham,4  Moore, 
148)  as  to  vitiate  an  award. 

There  was,  therefore,  nothing  at 
variance  even  with  any  rule  of  our 
own  law,  still  less  with  any  requi- 
sition of  substantial  justice  in  such 
a  case,  in  Lord  Combermere  first 
hearing  from  Lord  Wilton  anything 
he  had  to  say  by  way  of  enforcing 
the  complaints  or  chai^ges  he  had 
preferred  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
then  sending  for  the  plaintiff  and 
informing  him  of  the  substance  and 
effect  of  what  had  been  ui^ed 
against  him,  and  hearing  him  in 
answer  and  his  explanation.  The 
substance,  indeed,  of  the  charges  and 
explanations  were  already  before 
him  in  writing  on  each  side,  and  of 
course  it  would  have  been  unfair 
and  unjust  to  have  heard  one  side 
orally  and  not  the  other ;  but  there 
was  nothing  unfair  in  hearing  one 
side  without  the  other,  afterwards 
hearing  the  other  side  in  the  same 
way.  And  it  appeared  from  the 
plaintiff's  evidence  that  Lord  Com- 
bermere told  him  the  Earl  had  com- 
plained of  being  sued;  and  this 
was  the  only  matter  of  complaint 
not  already  communicated  in  writ- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  and  answered 
by  him. 

In  the  case  of  a  schoolmaster, 
where  there  is  a  power  in  the 
trustees  to  remove  tiie  master  upon 
such  grounds  as  they  shall  in 
their  discretion  seem  just  (H.  v. 
The  Truitees  of  Darlington  School, 
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1863.  having  brought  to  his  knowledge  the  conduct  of  Colonel 
Dickson,  and  he  (Lord  Combermere)  having  ascertained 
that  the  EarFs  complaints  are  just/'  be  requested  the 
Combermere  General  to  recommend  Colonel  Dickson's  removal.  General 
and  Othen.  p^^j  replied,  desiring  to  be  furnished  with  particulars  of 
charges.  Lord  Combermere  applied  to  the  Earl  for  them, 
and  on  the  ^6th  of  May  he  sent  to  Lord  Combermere  a 


letter  setting  them  forth. 

6  Q.  B.  682),  courts  of  law  have 
again  and  again  held  that  these 
words  conferred  an  absolute  dis- 
cretionary power  upon  the  trus- 
tees, and  that  they  were  not  bound 
to  summon  the  master  before 
them,  or  give  him  any  hearing  or 
opportunity  of  defending  himself; 
the  Court  observing  that  there 
might  be  many  cases  in  which 
it  might  be  expedient  that  the 
master  should  be  changed,  although 
he  might  not  have  been  guilty  of 
any  misconduct ;  Doe  d.  Childe  v. 
Willis,  20  L.  J.  Ex.  85.  And  al- 
though in  the  same  case  a  Court  of 
equity  held  that  the  dismissal  must 
not  be  arbitrary  ( Will'u  v.  Childe, 
13  Beav.  117),  there  would  have 
been  no  jurisdiction  had  it  not  been 
a  case  of  a  trust  and  a  charity,  and 
the  ground  of  the  decision  was  that 
the  trustees  had  merely  made  an 
inquiry  behind  the  back  of  the 
schoolmaster,  without  giving  him 
any  information  of  the  charges 
against  him,  nor  any  opportunity  of 
making  his  defence.  So  it  has  been 
held,  that  when  a  power  is  given  to 
dismiss  at  discretion  any  parties  from 
office,  such  discretion  may  be  ex- 
ercised without  assigning  any  rea- 
son or  calling  upon  the  parties  to 
show  cause;  Reg.  v.  Poor  Imw 
Commiuionert,  19  L.J.  70,  M.  C. 
But  even  assuming  this  principle 
not  to  apply  to  the  present  case,  the 


Lord  Lieutenant  had  already  teeo 
and  heard  the  Lieut.-Colonel^  and 
in  addition  thereto  had  framed  a 
species  of  process  in  the  cafe,  com- 
pounded of  the  charges  and  state- 
ments in  answer,  which  had  been 
drawn  up  in  writing,  and  were  aab- 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  War. 
And  if  upon  the  face  of  these 
proceedings  sufficient  appeared  in 
writing,  admitted  under  tJie  plain- 
tiff's own  hand,  to  call  for  hia  re- 
moval, no  substantial  rule  eren  of 
positive  law  —  certainly  none  of 
substantial  justice — reqaired  a  re* 
hearing  of  the  case  in  person.  In 
a  court  of  law,  on  a  judgment  by 
default,  execution  goes,  and  the 
merits  cannot  be  gone  into;  and 
as  the  power  of  removal  was  dis- 
cretionary, nothing  analogous  to  a 
writ  of  error,  as  to  whether  the 
judgment  was  warranted  by  the 
premises,  could  be  raised.  The 
sole  question  for  the  Secretaiyof 
War  was,  whether  on  the  proceed- 
ings sufficient  appeared  to  call  for 
the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
if  he  considered  that  sufficient  iU 
appear  of  admitted  facta,  the  rest 
was  mere  matter  of  discretion. 

(a)  Coleridge  so  stated  in  his 
opening,  but  offered  no  proof  of  it 
It  was,  however,  admitted  by  the 
defendants  on  answers  to  interroga- 
tories, and  as  they  were  to  be  called 
110  objection  was  taken. 


and  Others. 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH.  656 

This  was  the  point  in  the  case  at  which  the  alleged  con-        1863. 
spiracy  was  suggested  to  have  been  entered  into,  and  it 
was  the  only  point  in  the  transaction  at  which  the  three  v, 

defendants  appeared  to  have  had  any  communication  on  combbrmere 
the  matter,  otherwise  than  by  official  letter. 

It  was  suggested,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  as 
showing  want  of  bona  fides  in  the  defendants,  that  they 
should  have  had  this  interview,  which  it  was  represented 
was  private;  and  that  Lord  Combermere  should  have 
written  that  he  had  ascertained  the  Earl's  complaints  to 
be  just,  when,  in  truth,  he  had  not,  and  had  to  write  to  the 
Earl  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the  charges. 

On  the  26th  May  the  Earl  of  Wilton  wrote  to  Lord  Com- 
bermere the  letter  which  was  the  subject  of  the  former 
action  for  libel  (a),  and  contained  the  charges  stated  in 
the  plaintiff's  particulars,  as  referred  to  in  the  declaration. 
It  was  sent  by  Lord  Combermere  to  the  plaintiff  for  his 
remarks  thereon,  which  were  sent  with  it  to  the  Secretary 
at  War.     It  commenced  as  follows : — 

<*  With  reference  to  your  Lordship's  letter  of  the  10th  instant,  I  beg  to 
inform  your  Lordship,  for  the  information  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
War,  (6)  why  I  consider  that  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson's  conduct  has 
rendered  it  imperative  on  me,  as  Colonel,  to  request  his  immediate  re- 
moval from  it"    And  then — 

*<1.  On  the  23rd  October,  1855,  he  received  from  the  Wellington 
College  Committee  79/.  for  compensation  awarded  to  the  men,  and  40/. 
for  arms,  accoutrements  and  clothing  lost  or  damaged.  It  has  lately 
come  to  my  knowledge  that  the  sum  of  21/.  out  of  the  40/.  for  paying 
the  damage  as  stated  (though  nearly  two  and  a  half  years  have  elapsed) 
•till  remains  unpaid.  The  Quartermaster  is  held  personally  responsible 
by  the  tradesmen  for  this  amount,  he  having  ordered  these  things  by  di- 
rection of  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  and  repeated  applications  for  the 
amount  have  not  been  complied  with,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson  still 
retaining  this  sum  in  his  possession. 

[Colonel  Dickson's  observations  on  this  were  to  the  effect  that  he  had 

(a)  1  F.  &  F.  419.  focie  was  clearly  privileged;   see 

(6)  It    was    evidently  con  tern-  Fairman  v.  Ives,  5  B.  &  A.  642, 

plated  that  this  letter  should  go  to  cited  ante,  p.  532 ;   Harrison  y« 

the  Secretary  for  War,  and  so  primd  Both,  5  £.  &  B.  353. 


566  CASES  AT  THE 

1863.         detired  the  clothier  to  look  to  him  and  to  pan  it  to  hit  priTate  aooovnt, 
V^*v^v/       and  that  he  appeared  satisfied.] 

Dickson  **  2.  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  while  in  command  of  the  regiment^ 

^     ^'  in  total  disregard  of  the  rules,  customs  and  rtgulatioos  of  the  aenrice, 

CoMBBRJiKaB  VHmld  noi  uUow  any  mess  meeting  for  accounts  (there  was  ont,  but  no 

and  Othaii.     accounts  gone  into),  although  applications  were  repeatedly  made  to  him. 

hy  officers,  tberehy  causing  the  officers  to  separate  in  total  ignorance  of 

the  state  of  the  regimental  funds,  its  liabilities  and  aaseta,  and  prerentmg 

the  mess  debts  fVom  being  properly  discharged. 

[On  this  Colonel  Dickson  made  no  observation ;  but  in  his  evidenoa 
denied  any  request  to  hold  mess  meetings,  and  stated  this  to  be  false.] 

"  In  consequence  of  such  neglect  on  the  part  of  Lientenant-Cdonel 
Dickson,  I  ordered  a  Board  to  inquire  and  examine  into  the  iiiesi  ac- 
counts, by  which  it  appears  that  there  was  a  misapplioatioo  of  tba  fiinda 
of  the  regiment  amounting  to  132/.,  the  principal  items  of  which  vera 
for  entertainments,  the  costs  of  which  ought  to  have  been  defrayed  by 
the  officers  of  the  regiment,  which  consequently  caused  a  diminntfoo  of 
the  assets  to  that  amount.  Since  that  period  the  affidrs  of  tba  masa  wavt 
conducted  by  the  president  of  the  mess  committee,  acting  under  tba  sola 
directions  of  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  by  whom,  contraiy  to  tha 
usages  of  the  service,  large  orders  were  given  for  plate,  &c.,  without  the 
consent  of  the  officers  being  obtained  at  a  mess  meeting,  or  any  atepi 
being  taken  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  funds. 

[Colonel  Dickson's  remark  on  this  was — *'  The  Board  was  ordered  in 
consequence  of  the  mess  president,  Captain  Dixon,  refusing  to  attend  at 
head  quarters,  although  a  letter  had  been  sent  to  him  by  me  by  Lord 
Wilton's  directions.  The  entertainments  were  usual  and  neeenaiy. 
The  supply  of  the  mess  kit  was  sanctioned  by  Lord  Wilton,  and  the  pil- 
tems  approved  of  by  him.  I  was  then  only  Major.  The  officers  appaarad 
to  agree  to  all  that  was  ordered.  I  gave  no  orders  to  the  prasidtnt» 
Captain  Dixon.  Messrs.  Sharpus  sent  in  a  great  nnmbar  of  utensils 
which  were  expensive  ;  Captain  Dixon  was  in  charge  at  the  time.  I  waa 
most  anxious  for  mess  meetings,  but  no  accounts  had  been  aent  in  bgr  tha 
agents  at  this  time.  The  Paymaster  was  taken  ill  some  time  before  we 
were  disembodied,  and  this  delayed  the  accounts,  and  he  only  recoferad 
tome  time  q/ler  the  disembodiment.] 

**  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  after  the  regiment  waa  diaonbodied^ 
applied  to  the  mess  presidents  for  their  vouchers  and  cash  balances^  wbicb 
they  had  retained  until  their  accounts  should  be  examined  by  en  autho- 
rized committee;  and  on  one  of  them  (Captain  Dixon)  dediniog  to 
accede  to  diis  unauthorised  request,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Diekaon  accused 
him  to  me  of  improper  conduct  and  malversation  in  his  accounts. 

[On  this  Colonel  Dickson  wrote — **  On  the  regiment  being  disembodied 
I  did  my  utmost  to  get  the  claims  liquidated."] 

«  Beyond  these  statements  respecting  money  matters— which  1 1 
to  be  most  serious,  and  alone  sufficient  to  withdraw  from  him  my  ( 
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confidence,  and  that  of  the  other  officers  of  the  regiment — I  consider  his  1863. 

continual  intimation  to  them  of  his  employment  of  a  spy  in  the  regiment       n«ps/«<^^ 
to  report  to  him  the  officers'  private  conversation  as  unbecoming  the  cha-       Dickson 
racter  of  an  officer  and  a  gentleman,  and  his  statements  to  them  that  he      ^    *'* 
had  a  way  of  getting  rid  of  any  officers,  quite  sufficient  to  destroy  all  con-  Combermbre 
fidence  and  good  feeling  in  the  regiment.  and  Others. 

"  And  I  feel  that  I  should  be  failing  in  my  duty  as  Colond  of  the 
regiment,  if  I  did  not  recommend  to  your  Lordship  hb  immediate  re- 
moval." 

[Colonel  Dickson  wrote  on  this  to  the  effect  that  he  had  not  used  the 
words  imputed,  and  that  probably  what  was  referred  to  was  his  occasion- 
ally telling  the  young  officers  that  he  should  hear  of  anything  wrong  ia 
the  camp,  even  though  he  might  not  be  present  at  the  time,  and  that  if 
they  behaved  wrongly  they  would  be  got  rid  of.] 

The  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  charges 
of  neglect  of  the  mess  meetings  and  accounts  were  un- 
founded; and,  on  the  contrary,  admitted  that  they  were 
founded  on  fact,  though  he  denied  his  own  exclusive  respon- 
sibility, and  also  denied  that  they  were  military  grounds 
of  dismissal  (a) ;  but  he  gave  some  evidence  as  to  the 
latter  charge,  to  show  that  it  was  false. 

The  phmtiflTs  remarks  on  the  Earl's  letter  having  been 

sent  to  the  latter,  he,  on  the  7th  June,  wrote  a  reply  to 

this  eiTect,  addressed  to  Lord  Combermere : — 

*<  As  to  the  money  received  from  the  Wellington  College,  I  do  not  con- 
aider  the  explanation  satisfactory,  and  since  the  charge  was  made  oo  the 
2nd  June,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson  had  paid  the  clothier  the  amount. 
The  Lieutenant- Colonel's  statement  as  to  the  reason  for  the  Regimental 
Board  was  totally  incorrect.  As  to  the  chaiige  of  not  holding  mess  meetings, 
I  consider  the  Lieutenant-Colonel's  answer  absurd,  and  it  was  his  daty  to 
have  seen  that  the  accounts  were  sent  and  the  meetings  held.  There  ia 
BotUng  else  in  the  Lieutenant-Colonel's  answer  which  called  for  observa- 
tion ;  adding,  his  continual  intimation  that  he  knew  the  private  conver- 
sations and  actions  of  the  officers,  and  that  he  had  a  way  to  get  rid  of 
any  one,  moat  decidedly  did  not  refer  alone  to  the  junbr  officers,  and 
I  have  in  my  possession  certificates  to  that  effect" 

The  above  having  been  received  by  the  Viscount,  he,  on 

the  9th  of  June,  1858,  wrote  to  the  Secretary  for  War  a 

letter  embodying  the  charges  as  follows  (A) : — 

(a)  Sed  vide  antCf  p.  543,  et  po$i,  Home  v.  Ben^tncA;,  2  B.  &  B. 
p.  575.  130,  could  not  have  been  admis- 

(Jb)  This    letter,    according'  to      sible,  but  it  was  not  objected  to. 
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1863.  "  ^"'« — '  ^^  ^®  honour  to  rfqnest  that  jfoo  wiD  lay  this  my  rccooF* 

NriPs/i^^        meDdation  for  the  approval  of  Her  Most  Graciout  Maje^y,  that  Lieq- 

DicKsox        teoant-CoIonel  Dicksoo  be  immediately  removed  firom  the  Mrrice  for  the 

••  reasons  as  under : — 

CoMBEaMCRB       **  ^'  Lieutenaot-Colonel  Dickson.  whOe  in  command  of  the  regiraeot, 

and  Others     having  received  money  from  the  secretary  of  the  WellingtoD  College  on 

the  2Sth  day  of  October.  1855,  for  the  patpoae  of  paying  for  pablie 

clothing,  arms,  kc,  damaged  or  lost  in  Cremome  Gardens  in  Aogmt; 

improperly  retained  part  of  the  said  money  in  his  posit  si  ion  ontil  the 

2nd  instant,  aAer  he  vas  aware  that  his  conduct  was  under  inveatijgationt 

although  repeatedly  applied  to  by  the  Quartermaster,  who  was  there  held 

responsible  by  the  clothier. 

"2.  For  having  totally  disregarded  the  mica  of  the  aerriee  is  nol 
aUowing  any  investigation  of  the  accoonts  of  the  mcas,  although  re* 
peatediy  applied  to  for  that  purpose,  in  conseqaence  of  which  groaa  neglect 
on  his  part  debts  were  contracted  beyond  the  means  of  the  legiment, 
without  the  officers  having  any  power  of  saperrisioo  or  any  knowle4ge  of 
the  state  of  the  funds,  a  considerable  part  of  which  he  retained  in  his  own 
possession  until  a  Board  for  the  investigation  of  his  accoonta  was  assemhltd 
twelve  months  after  the  disembodiment  of  the  regiment,  and  aome  of 
which  he  has  not  repaid. 

'*  For  conduct  unbecoming  the  character  of  an  oflficcr  and  a  gentleman 
m  threatening  his  officers  that  he  had  a  way  of  his  own  of  getting  rid  of 
any  officers,  and  that  he  was  privately  informed  of  their  oonvciaatioo  and 
actions,  thereby  destroying  all  mutual  confidence  and  good  feding,  to  the 
detriment  of  the  same. 

**  1  beg  to  forward  the  various  documents  corroboratiTe  of  the  above 
charges,  which  I  have  most  carefully  perused,  and,  in  coocliiaMHi,  I  beg 
to  say  they  folly  prove  the  total  unfitness  of  Lieutenant-Colonel  Di^ion 
for  the  comnumd  of  the  2nd  Tower  Hamlets  Militia. 

"^Ihave,  &c^ 
*'  CoMaEEMKEC,  Lieutenant,  Tower  Hamleta. 
•<  To  the  Secretary  of  State  for  War,  PaU  Mali" 

The  plaintiff  was  examined  as  to  all  of  these  charges;  and 
though  be  could  not,  and  did  not,  deny  that  mess  meetings 
and  accounts  bad  been  neglected,  be  denied  tbe  last  cbarg^ 
tM  Mo,  and  gave  evidence  in  explanation  of  the  other 
matters,  with  a  view  to  show  that  so  much  as  was  tme  in 
tbe  charges  were  matters  for  which  be  was  not  responsible ; 
that  they  contained  statements  wilfully  false;  that  his 
explanations  were  not  attended  to ;  and  that  the  last  and 
most  odious  charge  was  false.  But  be  admitted,  in  a  great 
degree,  the  retention  of  monies,  and  gave  no  e?idence  to 


Dickson 
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show  that  the  Earl  of  Wilton  knew  there  was  no  founda-  1863. 
tion  for  the  charges,  except  as  above  stated,  by  showing 

his  explanations  and  counter-statements  sent  in   to  the  «. 

Earl  as  comments  on  the  charges  (a).  Combbrmbrb 

To  this,  upon  the  30th  of  June,  General  Peel  replied  in  •nd  Others, 
these  terms  (b) : — 

"  War  Office,  June  30,  1868. 
**  My  Lord, — With  reference  to  your  Lordship's  letter  of  the  9th  instant, 
and  its  inclosure,  respecting  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson,  of  the  2nd 
Tower  Hamlets  Militia,  I  have  to  inform  you  that,  after  due  considera- 
tion of  your  Lordship's  recommendation,  together  with  the  several  state- 
ments which  accompany  it  (r),  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  instruct  your  Lordship  to 
call  upon  that  officer  to  resign,  as,  unless  he  do  so,  I  see  no  alternative 
but  to  submit  to  her  Majesty  that  he  be  immediately  removed  from  the 
regiment. 

**  I  have  the  honour  to  be,  my  Lord, 

'*  Your  Lordship's  obedient  servant, 

"J.  Peel." 

It  was  suggested  that  the  Secretary  of  War  had  come  to 
this  resolution  without  any  due  inquiry  (d). 

It  was  stated,  as  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  that  Colonel 
Dickson,  however,  declined  to  resign,  and,  on  the  19th  of 
JulVf  1858,  Mr.  Duncombe  asked  a  question  in  the  House 
of  Commons  on  the  subject  (e),  and  General  Peel  gave  an 

(a)  Why  was  Lord  Wilton  to  be  State  was  not  called  as  a  witness 
•atisfied  with  his  explanations?  for  the  plaintiff,  and  he  alone  could 

(b)  According  to  Home  v.  Ben-  disclose  what  the  grounds  of  dis- 
tinck,  2  B.  &  B.  130,  it  is  con-  missal  were,  they  must,  upon  the 
ceived  that  this  letter  would  not  case  for  the  plaintiflT,  be  taken 
bave  been  admissible,  but  it  was  from  the  official  letters,  (vide 
not  objected  to.  supra,)  and,  it  will  be  seen,  that 

(c)  The  letter  does  not  disclose  ultimately  they  distinctly  put  the 
on  what  particular  grounds  the  dismissal  on  the  ground  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  had  resolved  to  neglect  of  the  affairs  of  the  regi- 
submit  to  the  Queen  the  removal  of  ment ;  vide  post. 

tbe  plaintiff;  nor  whether  it  was  on  {d)   Vide  ante,  pp.  528,  548. 

the  admitted  charges  as  to  neglect  (e)  This  it  is  conceived  was  the 

of  mess  meetings  and  accounts,  or  proper  and  the  only  constitutional 

on  the  disputed  charges  which  alone  remedy  of  an  officer  supposed  to 

were  luggested  to  have  been  un-  have  suffered  injustice  or  oppres- 

founded.    And  as  the  Secretary  of  tion  from  a  Minister  of  State  in 

TOL.  III.  Q  Q  P.P. 
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answer,  reported  in  Tht  Timt$  of  the  20th  of  July  as  fol- 
lows (a) : — 

<<  Mr.  T.  Duncombe  asked  the  bon.  and  gallant  General  the  flecretaiy 
of  State  for  War,  whether  he  was  aware  that  certain  dMBwMicaa  kad  aifci 
between  Colonel  the  Earl  of  Wilton  and  LieateBant-Col«ial  Bkkaoo, 
both  of  the  2nd  Tower  Hamlets  Militia,  with  reference  to  the  affiura  and 
discipline  of  that  regiment ;  and  if  it  was  true  that  the  Constable  of  the 
Tower  had  made  an  application  to  have  Lieutenant-Colonel  Dickson's 
name,  unless  he  would  consent  to  resign,  removed  from  the  Annj  List, 
without  giving  that  officer  any  opportunity  of  vindicating  hia  eoodnct 
before  a  proper  tribunal  f 

**  General  Peel  said  that  Lord  Combennere  applied  to  the  Hone 
Guards  for  either  a  Court-Martial  or  a  Court  of  Inquiry  into  this  mattar, 
but  was  informed  that  as  the  regiment  was  not  embodied  neitlier  of  tiiaie 
Courts  could  be  granted.  He  then  forwarded  to  him  (General  Peel)  a 
letter  from  Lord  Wilton,  which  contained  the  charges  against  Cokmel 
Dickson.  These  charges  he  referred  to  Lord  Combennere,  directing  bim 
to  make  an  inquiry.  Lord  Combennere  had  since  addressed  to  him  a 
letter,  in  which  be  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  charges  were  proved  by 
the  documentary  evidence.  He  (General  Peel),  however,  did  not  eome 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  more  aerious  chai^ges  were  snfficieDlly  proved  (^). 
At  the  same  time,  there  was  abundant  evidence  that  the  affairs  of  the 
regiment  had  not  been  conducted  according  to  military  naages;  and, 
therefore,  in  order  to  avoid  dismissing  Colonel  Dickson  Irom  the  aervlee^ 
he  called  upon  him  to  resign.  With  that  request  Celonel  Diekson 
declined  to  comply,  and  requested  that  there  migbt  be  an  iaq«iry.    It 


abuse  but  in  the  exercise  of  his 
constitutional  functions.  That  the 
House  of  Commons  constantly 
entertains  such  questions  this  very 
instance  seems  to  show  ;  and  it  is 
the  very  ground  of  the  undoubted 
privilege  of  Parliament,  that  it  ex- 
ercises this  great  privilege  as  the 
grand  inquest  of  the  nation.  (See 
StockdaU  v.  Hansard,  9  A.  &  £. 
1.)  But  that  shows  that  these 
matters  cannot  properly  come 
within  the  province  of  a  jury,  for 
if  they  did,  then  Parliament  could 
not  constitutionally  entertain  them, 
and  ^  converto  if  a  jury  enter- 
tain them,  they  usurp  the  highest 
fimctbn  of  Parliament 


(a)  There  was  a 
the  Court  im  banc  in  the 
term,  for  leave  to  exhibit  inteno- 
gatories  to  General  Peel,  tnlcr  a(is, 
as  to  this  question  (llr.  Don- 
combe  being  dead),  bat  that  infav- 
rogatory  was  refused. 

(6)  Thus,  therefore,  it  i^pptand 
on  the  evidence  for  tke  plaintiff, 
that  General  Peel*  at  the  time,  dis- 
avowed, and  declared  that  be  hai 
no  intention  of  acting  on,  the  moie 
serious  charges.  It  is  difficult  te 
see  how,  after  this,  there  eoold  be 
any  case  for  a  dismissal  on  tbo« 
chaises,  and  those  were  the  only 
chaiges  suggested  to  have  been 
fidae^  or  wilfully  so. 


DiCKlOlf 
V. 
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was,  therefore,  hU  intention  to  appoint  (a)  a  number  of  ofBcert  to  inquire  1863. 

into  the  charges  which  had  been  made  against  that  officer." 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  examination,  being  asked  if  this  was 
correct,  said  he  believed  it  was.  He  went  on  to  state,  that  VitcouHT 
up  to  that  time  he  had  not  been  aware  that  there  was  to  be  and  Othera. 
a  Board  of  Inquiry.  He  was  informed  on  the  first  day  that 
there  was  an  additional  charge  contained  in  a  letter  of  Lord 
Wilton's  of  the  24th  of  July ;  and  on  his  attendance  he 
heard  the  official  letter  of  General  Peel  read,  declaring  the 
object  of  the  inquiry. 

It  was  represented,  in  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
General  Peel  had  appointed  ''the  Court  of  Inquiry" (&), 
that  being  the  phrase  used  in  his  answer  to  the  question  in 
the  House  of  Commons ;  and  though,  in  point  of  fact,  as 
it  turned  out,  he  did  not  appoint  the  Board,  it  was  admitted 
that  he  wrote  them  a  ''  letter  of  instructions,"  which  ran 
thug : — "  You  will  be  pleased  to  record  your  opinion  for 
the  consideration  and  guidance  of  the  Secretary  for  War.'' 
The  Board  sat  fifteen  days,  from  the  11th  to  the  29th 
of  August,  and  heard  the  plaintiff  fully  on  each  matter, 
with  any  evidence  he  desired  to  adduce.    The  Board  of 

(a)  This  was  used  as  a  proof  relling,  &c.,  and  that  the  imprison- 
tbat  the  Board  was  appointed  by  ment  took  place  in  consequence  of 
General  Peel,  with  a  view  to  render  charges  brought  against  the  plain- 
bim  responsible  for  these  proceed-  tiff  by  a  superior  officer.  It  was 
ings,  which  it  was  suggested  had  there  held,  that  the  sentence  of 
been  unfair  and  unjust  towards  the  the  court-martial,  held  to  inves- 
plaintiff ;  ted  vide  pott,  tigate  the  charges,  cannot  be  re- 

(6)  No  doubt  on  the  question  ceived  as  conclusive  evidence  on 
whether  the  charges  were  false,  this  state  of  the  pleadings;  but, 
which  of  course  on  either  count  was  to  make  it  so,  should  have  been 
an  essentially  material  question,  pleaded  as  an  estoppel :  and  it  was 
the  report  of  the  Court  of  Inquiry  open  to  the  jury,  if  they  believed 
would  not  be  conclusive,  as  it  was  that  the  imprisonment  took  place 
held  in  an  action  for  false  imprison-  on  the  charges  stated,  to  inquire 
ment  brought  by  a  master  of  a  man-  into  the  truth  of  those  charges, 
of-war  against  his  captain ;  in  which  notwithstanding  the  decision  of  the 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  im-  court-martial  upon  them  ;  Han- 
prisoned  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  naford  v.  Hunii,  2  C.  &  P.  148 
bring  him  to  a  court-martial  for  — Abbott, 
diaobedieiice  of  bia  orders,  quar-         But  that  decision  implied  not 
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1863.        Inquiry,  on  the  13th  of  September,  reported  to  the  de- 
fendant General  Peel.     The  report  bad  not  been  made 


Dickson 

Viscount  '  ^^^y  ^^^  ^®  sentence  of  the  Court 
CoMBERMBRB  was />riiiid/0rtc  rather  evidence  in 
andOthen.  j^your  of  the  defence  (assuming 
the  inquiry  to  have  been  fair  and 
bond  fide  sa  regarded  the  defendant), 
but  that  it  might  have  been  actually 
pleaded  as  an  estoppel.  And  though 
that  might  not  apply  in  this  case,  yet, 
primdfacUi  certainly  the  report  of 
the  Board  against  the  plaintiff  was 
in  favour  of  the  defendants,  and  it 
could  only  have  been  made  evi- 
dence against  them,  by  being  shown 
to  have  been  conceived  in  pursuance 
of  the  conspiracy.  But  that  could 
not  be,  unless  the  Board  themselves 
were  parties  to  it,  and  acted  in 
pursuance  of  it,  or  at  all  events  dis- 
honestly and  corruptly ;  for  if  not, 
then,  however  wrong,  their  proceed- 
ings were  an  error,  and  proof  of 
mala  fide*  on  their  part  would  be 
none  as  against  the  defendants, 
unless  they,  knowing  the  error,  wil- 
fully and  unfairly  took  advantage 
of  it.  This  it  was  which  was  sug- 
gested as  against  General  Peel,  and 
only  as  against  him.  It  was  sug- 
gested, indeed,  that  the  inquiry, 
though  not  legally  necessary,  {vide 
ante,)  was  devised  or  resorted  to  by 
him  as  a  device  to  disguise  a  foregone 
conclusion  and  veil  a  preconceived 
design.  But  in  that  view,  the  only 
one  in  which  it  was  material,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  show  wilful 
disregard,  with  his  knowledge  and 
sanction,  of  the  requirements  of 
natural  justice,  in  order  to  frustrate 
justice,  and  conceal  or  pervert 
tlie  truth.  And  even  then,  as 
against  the  other  two  defendants, 
n  would  seem  that  the  evidence 


would  be  inadmianUe,  at  it  £d 
not  appear  that  they  had  anything 
further  to  do  with  the  case.  Taking 
it,  however,  only  as  affecting  Gene- 
ral Peel,  it  would  surely  be  neces- 
sary to  show  an  adoption  by  him 
of  proceedings  contrary  to  natniml 
justice.  But  none  of  the  matters  of 
complaint  appear  at  all  to  partake 
of  that  character,  and  indeed  most, 
if  not  all,  of  them  appear  to  be 
such  as  would  have  been  no  ground 
of  complaint  even  in  a  Court  of 
Law.  And  to  make  them  evi- 
dence against  the  Secretary  of 
State,  it  was  necessary  to  show,  as 
the  Lord  Chief  Justicb  in  sob- 
stance  held,  that  he  was  privy  to 
and  approved  of  them,  and  ijiat  they 
were  plain  violations  of  substantial 
justice.    Vide  post,  p.  572. 

In  the  present  instance,  with 
respect  to  not  enforcing  the  attend- 
ance of  the  Earl  of  Wilton  to  be 
examined  by  the  plaintiff^  even  a 
Court  of  Law  would  and  could  do 
no  more  than  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  summon  him  as  his  witness,  with 
a  discretionary  power  of  adjoumiDg 
the  case  in  the  event  of  bis  neo- 
attendance,  and  the  proper  comae 
is  to  apply  for  such  adjournment  or 
to  postpone  the  trial  until  the  wit- 
ness can  attend ;  or  lastly,  to  grant 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  his 
absence.  But,  in  support  of  either 
of  these  applications,  it  roust  ap- 
pear that  the  witness  was  iMlerie^ 
and  in  support  of  the  latter  it  most 
further  appear  tliat  he  was  kept 
away  by  the  other  side ;  Monk  v. 
Monckton,  1  T.  &  G.  34.  Now 
in  this  instance  not  only  it  did  not 
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public  in  any  way,  nor  had  either  the  plaintiff  or  Lord 
Wilton  any  copy  of  it     It  formed^  therefore,  no  part  of 


appear  that  the  Earl  was  a  material 
witness,  but  it  appeared  plainly 
that  he  was  not;  and  assuming 
that  there  was  evidence  that  he 
kept  away  wilfully  and  to  avoid 
being  examined,  still  at  the  utmost 
there  was  only  evidence  of  it ;  and 
on  that  point  as  well  as  the 
other,  the  Secretary  of  State,  even 
assuming  that  he  acted  on  the 
report  of  the  Board  as  to  disputed 
facts,  had  a  discretion  to  exercise  as 
in  the  case  of  an  application  to  a 
Court  for  a  new  trial. 

Such  is  the  law  even  as  to  mat- 
ters of  practice,  which  are  »tricti$» 
iimijurit,  and  in  which  a  party  is 
entitled  to  perfect  regularity.  But 
it  is  obvious  that  questions  of  ir- 
regular proceedings  by  a  Board 
of  Military  inquiry,  or  any  other 
inquiry  by  laymen,  more  nearly 
resemble  those  matters  of  pro- 
cedure in  our  Courts,  in  which  there 
is  not  any  such  positive  rule  as 
entiilei  a  party  absolutely  to  any- 
thing, such  as  the  right  to  begin  or 
reply,  or  recal  a  witness,  or  call 
witnesses  in  reply,  or  the  like,  in 
which  the  Court  will  not  even 
grant  a  new  trial  unless  it  can  see 
that  substantial  injustice  has  been 
done;  Branford  ▼.  Freeman,  5 
£zch.  Rep.  734;  Edwards  v.  Ma- 
ihewi,  4  D.  &  L.  721 ;  Middieton 
T.  Bamed,  4  Exch.  Rep.  241; 
Wright  V.  Wikox,  19  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
333;  Catlin  v.  Barker,  5  C.  B. 
201 ;  BtUier  ▼.  Brayne,  5  C.  B. 
655. 

And  to  make  out  any  cause  of 
complaint  against  him  on  this 
ground,  it  would  be  necessary  to 


show  first,  that  the  proceeding  to 
report  without  waiting  for  the  evi- 
dence of  the  Earl  was  contrary  to 
substantial  justice;  and  next,  that  he 
must  have  seen  and  known  that  it 
was  so,  and  wilfully,  nevertheless, 
refused  redress.  The  case  could 
not  be  worse  on  this  point  than  an 
absolute  refusal  to  hear  the  Earl  or 
any  other  witness  when  called  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  even  that  would 
not  justify  a  new  trial  unless  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was 
prejudiced  thereby,  or,  at  all  events, 
not  if  it  appeared  that  he  was  not 
so;  Doe  d.  Welsh  v.  Langfield,  16 
M.&  W.497 ;  Alexanderv,  Barker, 
2  C.  &  J.  133 ;  Doe  d.  Kinglake  v. 
Beirss,  7  C.  B.  Rep.  456.  And 
the  absence  of  a  witness,  however 
material,  is  no  ground  for  a  new 
trial  unless  there  was  surprise; 
Hoare  v.  Silvercock,  19  L.  J., 
C.  P.  215 ;  as  the  proper  course 
is  an  application  before  trial  to  post- 
pone it,  or,  at  the  trial,  for  an  ad- 
journment. And  here  it  is  ob- 
vious the  plaintiff  had  no  ground 
for  complaint  on  this  score  as 
against  General  Peel,  not  having 
applied  to  him  to  order  the  Board 
to  postpone  its  proceedings  until 
the  Earl  should  appear. 

The  precise  case,  of  a  party  having 
carried  his  case  through  and  ob- 
tained a  verdict  without  calling  a 
witness  whom  he  ought  to  have 
called,  has  occurred  at  law ;  and  an 
application  for  a  new  trial  on  that 
ground  has  been  dismissed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Court  could  not  see 
that  substantial  injustice  had  been 
done;  Honyman  v.  Letoif,  23  L.  J., 
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ises.        tbe  case  for  the  plaintiff;  but  hU  caie  tMoiiied  that  H  was 
adrerse  to  bim.     And  on  the  22nd  September,  GenenI 


DiCKtOM 
V, 

ViKouvT  Ezcb.  204.  So,  that  it  it  clear, 
^^^OA^Ii*  that  in  the  pretent  instance  (eren 
•{Mut  from  lachet)  there  was  no 
reason  why  General  Peel  should 
hvn  hesitated  to  act  on  the  report, 
(•▼en  if  he  had  acted  on  it,)  on  tbe 
ground  that  the  Earl  did  not  attend ; 
unless  he  could  see  clearly  that  his 
absence  did  the  plaintiff  a  substan- 
tial injustice,  as  it  could  not  have 
done  unless  there  lay  in  his  breast 
material  facts,  which  the  plaintiff 
could  not  and  did  not  otherwise 
proTe.  But  of  this  the  very  rererse 
appeared,  viz.  that  he  knew  nothing 
of  the  matters  in  question  of  his 
own  knowledge,  and  that  whateTer 
he  knew  was  quite  immaterial,  as 
the  Lieutenant-Colonel,  the  plaintiff 
himself,  was  responsible. 

Even  in  the  case  of  a  downright 
misdirection  by  a  judge,  the  Court 
will  not  necessarily  grant  a  new 
trial  as  of  right,  but  will  exercise 
its  discretion  according  to  its  opi- 
nion of  the  result  being  in  accord- 
ance with  tbe  justice  of  the  case ; 
Black  V.  Jone$f  6  Exch.  Rep.  213. 
In  truth,  however,  the  case  more 
nearly  resembles  those  in  which, 
as  in  the  instance  of  an  arbitration, 
there  is  a  general  discretion  in  the 
tribunal  to  do  what  is  right  and 
just,  and  nothing  is  more  clearly 
settled  than  that  an  arbitrator  has 
a  general  discretion  as  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  proceedings,  and  es- 
pecially as  to  the  examination  of 
the  parties;  WelU  ▼.  Benskin,  9 
M.  &  W.  45 ;  Tillam  v.  Copp,  5 
C.  B.  Rep.  211 ;  Crostiey  ▼.  Ciay, 
6  C.  B.  681.  And  it  has  been 
held  in  one  of  the  cases  here  cited, 


the  last,  that  it  is  no  ground  Ibr 
letting  aside  an  award  thai  tke 
arbitrator  obtained  iafonnatioofrom 
such  party  in  the  abseaea  of  the 
oAer,  nor  will  an  award  be  act 
aside  on  the  grotind  of  misooBdneC, 
unless  it  has  amounted  lo  a  sab- 
stantial  denial  of  justice  or  a  sab- 
stantial  injostioe  to  oae  ride  and 
undue  advantage  to  tiie  other,  and 
in  positiTe  law  thb  baa  beea  hdd 
again  and  again  in  the  veiy  mettar 
of  hearing  evideaee;  In  re  JUani, 
16  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  330.  Moreover, 
the  mere  Cut  that  tbe  arlnbrator 
has  proceeded  improperiy,  as  evia 
beyond  the  time  fixed  Ibr  the  limit 
of  his  authority,  u  not  material,  or 
sufficient  to  upset  his  award,  if  tbe 
party  applying  for  that  purpose 
went  on  without  a  distinct  protest 
against  proceeding,  and  ao  uor 
pliedly  acquieaced  in  it;  fieneeff  v. 
Watton,  29  L.  J.,  Ezcb.  857. 
And  on  this  very  matter,  of  the 
absence  of  evidence,  it  has  been 
lately  held,  that  it  is  no  ground  ftr 
setting  aside  an  award  that  the 
unsuccessful  party  suffered  a  sor- 
prise,  as  an  arbitrator  would  have 
power  to  postpone  the  proceedings 
on  any  reasonable  application  ftr 
that  purpose,  and  if  he  declined  to 
do  so,  a  Judge  might  be  applied  to; 
Solomon  v.  Solomon,  28  L.  J.,  Ezdi. 
129.  According  to  this,  therefore, 
tlie  plaintiff  should  have  distinctly 
applied  to  the  Board  to  postpone 
their  report  until  the  Earl  should 
attend;  and  if  they  did  not  then 
he  should  have  applied  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  State.  And  the  latter  wedd 
not  have  been  bound  to  Ibten  to 


Dickson 
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Peel  wrote  to  Lord  Gombermere  an  official  letter,  tbat,  on        1863. 

due  consideration  of  the  minutes  of  the  Board,  he  must 

direct  that  Lieutenant-Colonel  be  desired  to  resign.    This,  v. 

it  was  represented,  implied  an  adoption  by  him  of  all  the  Combbrmbki 

proceedings  of  the  Board.    It  was  part  of  the  case  for  the     ""*  OAtrt. 

plaintiff,  however,  that  in  various  ways  the  proceedings  of 

the  Board  were  unfair  and  unjust  towards  him. 

Although,  however,  it  was  suggested,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  General  Peel  had  appointed 
the  Board,  and  was  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  cognizant 
of  their  proceedings,  and  was  therefore  responsible  for  this 
and  any  other  alleged  unfairness  towards  the  plaintiff,  there 
was  no  evidence  of  this,  other  than  the  fact  already  stated, 
that  they  were  to  and  did  report  to  him,  and  that  they  sat 
at  the  War  Office,  and  the  plaintiff  had  not  applied  to 
General  Peel  to  compel  the  attendance  of  the  Earl  (a);  nor 
was  there  any  evidence  of  any  communication  between 
either  of  the  defendants  and  the  Board  previous  to  or 
during  their  sittings  (save  the  letter  of  instructions),  or  of 
any  communication  between  the  Earl  and  the  General  as 
to  the  Earl's  non-attendance,  except  this,  that  the  plaintiff 
swore  the  Earl  said  that  General  Peel  had  told  him  he 
need  not  attend. 

With  a  view  to  connect  General  Peel  with  all  these  sup- 
posed grounds  of  complaint,  the  letter  of  General  Peel,  as 
Secretary  at  War,  convening  the  Court  of  Inquiry,  was 
read,  the  effect  being  that  the  Board  were  to  report  their 
opinion  to  him ;  and  his  letter,  after  their  report,  that  he 
had,  on  a  careful  perusal  of  their  minutes,  come  to  the  con- 
clneioQ  to  adhere  to  his  decision  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  resign* 

The  plaintiff  stated,  that  when  he  asked  the  object  of 
tlieir  inquiry,  and  was  told  that  it  was  to  inquire  into  cer- 

him  unleis  convinced  that  tmtb      was  clear  was  not  the  case. 

and  justice  would    have  suffered  (a)  Vide  antif  pp.  563,  564,  in 

from  the  Earl's  absence,  which  it     notis. 
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1863.  tain  charges  of  Lord  Wilton's ;  upon  which  he  desired  that 

DicKsoH  ^^^^  Wilton  should  be  present ;  but  the  Board  at  first 

«•  said  they  could  not  call  upon  him  to  be  present,  and  that 

CoMBBRMBRB  thc  Coloucl  Hiight  havc  him  if  he  wished  it    The  Colonel 


and  OUien. 


still  pressed  his  request,  upon  which  the  president  left  the 
room  and  went  upstairs,  and  was  absent  about  half  an 
hour,  and  on  his  return  said-— 

Bovill  objected  that  what  was  thus  said  in  the  absence 
of  General  Peel  could  not  affect  him.  Suppose  the  wit- 
ness said  the  president  stated  he  had  consulted  General 
Peel,  that  would  not  be  any  evidence  at  all  against  the 
latter. 

Coleridge  contended  that  what  the  president  said  in 
Court  must  surely  be  evidence. 

The  objection  was  not  pressed. 

The  witness  stated  that  the  president  said  the  Court  de- 
cided that  they  would  call  Lord  Wilton,  and  accordingly 
next  day  he  came,  but  stated  that  he  had  been  instructed 
that,  as  his  Adjutant  was  present,  he  himself  need  not  be 
present,  and  that  he  had  seen  General  Peel  that  morning, 
who  had  told  him  so ;  and  that  the  Board  afterwards  said 
they  had  "  received  instructions,"  or  were  "  acting  under 
instructions." 

The  short-hand  writer's  notes  were  read,  and  it  appeared 
that  Colonel  Dickson  asked  at  the  outset  that  Lord  Wilton 
should  be  present  as  prosecutor,  and  that  the  president 
said : — 

*^  It  is  not  necessary  at  our  first  assembling.  In  a  Court 
of  Inquiry  there  is  no  prosecutor ;  it  is  not  a  court-martial ; 
the  parties  are  not  sworn;  it  is  only  an  inquiry  to  take 
evidence." 

It  appeared  that  Colonel  Dickson  pressed  again  and 
again  that,  as  the  charges  were  made  by  Lord  Wilton,  be 
ought  to  be  present,  and  that  the  mere  presence  of  the 
Adjutant  would  not  suffice,  because  the  matter  rested  ne- 
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cessarily  so  much  on  Lord  Wilton's  personal  knowledge,        1863. 
and  that  the  president  said  : —  Dicmok 

**  He  may  refuse  to  come,  as  any  witness  may,  and  we  »• 

cannot  compel  him  to  come.   You  can  call  him  yourself  as  Combbrmbrb 
your  witness.    We  have  our  instructions  before  us  as  to  "*' 

what  we  have  to  do"  (a). 

As  to  this,  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the 
Board,  having  at  first  objected,  at  his  request,  to  summon 
Lord  Wilton,  at  last  consented  to  do  so,  but  when  Lord 
Wilton  came  he  said  he  had  been  instructed  that  he  need 
not  attend,  and  that  his  Adjutant's  attendance  would  suffice. 
He  added  that  he  had  seen  General  Peel  that  morning, 
who  had  told  him  that  he  need  not  attend,  and  Lord 
Wilton  was  then  allowed  by  the  Board  to  retire.  He 
wanted  his  evidence,  and  wrote  to  him  to  request  it,  but 
the  Earl  replied  by  a  letter  (which  was  read),  in  which  he 
said  that  he  was  going  to  sea,  and  should  be  at  sea  for 
some  time.  But  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  made  any 
application  to  General  Peel  or  Lord  Combermere  to  enforce 
Lord  Wilton's  attendance,  or  that  either  of  them  knew 
anything  about  it  at  the  time;  although,  it  was  f-uggested, 
that  as  the  plaintiff  put  a  protest  on  the  proceedings  on 
account  of  the  Earl's  non-attendance,  which  would  appear 
upon  the  minutes,  General  Peel  must  have  known  of  it. 

It  appeared  that  the  president  had  said,— on  certain 
observations  of  the  Colonel  as  to  their  acting  as  prose- 
cutors and  judges, — 

"  We  are  not  prosecutors  or  judges.  This  is  not  a  court- 
martial  ;  we  sit  only  to  investigate  the  matters  referred  to 
us,  not  to  judge,  or  to  pass  comments  on  your  character"  (£)• 

Then  afterwards,  when  Colonel  Dickson  said  he  desired 
to  show  that  he  was  not  Lieutenant-Colonel  until  the  4th 

(a)  In  this  respect   the  Board  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  thereon, 

were    in    the    same    position    as  (6)  Assuming  that  these  were 

benchers  of  an  Inn  of  Court  hold-  General  Peel's  remarks,  they  would 

Ing  an  inquiry  into  the  conduct  not  affect  him  unless  shown  to  be 

of  a  barrister;    vide    Hudson   v.  contrary  to  justice ;  vu/«  an<«. 
Siade,  ohU,  p.  390,  and  remarks  of 
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1853.        of  Augasty  but  that  Colonel  North  was  then  Lientenant- 
*^^^^      Colonel,  and  with  that  view  he  desired  to  pnt  in  a  letter 

DlCKMM  ^ 

>  from  Colonel  North,  dated  July  19,  1866,  signed  by  him 

CoMBBRMBSB  cui  "  Lieuteuant-Colonel  commanding/'  the  Court  said — 

■ad  Othcn.        u  pj^  doubt  it  is  most  material  to  prove  who  was  then 

commanding  officer,  but  the  letter  is  not  primary  eridenoe 

to  prove  it,  and  you  should  call  Colonel  North  as  your 

witness." 

Colonel  Dickson  said  he  did  not  desire  to  do  so,  bat  the 
Board  adhered  to  their  refusal  to  receive  the  letter.  On 
the  last  day  but  one,  however,  the  Board  themselves  called 
Colonel  North,  "  with  regard  to  statements  in  Colonel 
Dickson's  defence,"  and  when  Colonel  North  was  called 
they  declined  to  allow  Colonel  Dickson  to  put  any  ques- 
tions to  him,  or  to  put  in  the  letter  above  alluded  to. 

But,  except  as  above  mentioned,  there  was  no  evidence 
to  connect  either  of  the  defendants  with  these  matters  of 
complaint. 

Nor  did  it  appear  that  any  witness  whom  the  plaintiff 
had  called  was  not  heard,  or  that  any  documents  he  d^ 
sired  to  adduce  in  evidence  were  rejected,  except  as  above 
mentioned,  and  except  letters  of  the  Earl's ;  and  it  appeared 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  copies  of  all  the  papers  he  desired  to 
adduce  in  evidence  were  by  him  sent  to  the  defendant, 
General  Peel,  to  be  annexed  to  the  rest  of  the  proceed- 
ings. 

In  regard  to  these  and  other  grounds  of  complaint^ 

Coleridge  claimed  to  be  allowed  to  offer  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  here  observed  that  as  it  appeared  that 
the  proceedings  of  the  Board  were  about  to  be  gone  into, 
as  to  which  some  severe  comments  had  been  made  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  important,  if  pos- 
sible, to  understand  what  were  considered  to  be  the  func* 
tions  or  position  of  the  Board,  and  how  far  they  were  to 
be  deemed  judicial.  If  they  only  sat  as  a  grand  jury,  to 
determine  whether  it  was  a  case  for  further  inquiry,  their 
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province  would  be  quitedifierent  from  what  it  would  be  if  the        1863. 
result  of  their  proceedings  were  to  be  conclusive,  and  if  upon 
their  report  Colonel  Dickson  was  to  be  dismissed  or  called  «. 

upon  to  resign.  It  appeared  important,  therefore,  to  as-  Combbembrb 
certain  how,  in  the  military  world,  the  functions  of  this  ""*  Othen. 
Board  were  understood.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  had 
complained  of  their  proceedings;  and  certainly  if  they 
were  understood  to  be  sitting  as  a  Court,  or  as  a  judicial 
body,  their  conduct  (as  he  described  it)  might  naturally 
appear  to  be  open  to  very  serious  remark.  But  then 
that  would  entirely  depend  upon  whether  they  them- 
selves understood  that  they  were  sitting  as  a  Court  to  de- 
termine upon  Colonel  Dickson's  professional  character 
and  position,  or  merely  to  make  a  preliminary  inquiry  (a). 

Coleridge  observed  that  they  themselves  evidently 
deemed  that  they  were  conducting  a  judicial  inquiry,  for 
they  called  upon  Colonel  Dickson  for  his  defence,  and  al- 
lowed him  to  make  a  long  address,  and  even  to  cross-exa- 
mine witnesses  according  to  their  own  notions  of  evidence. 
And  there  was  this  further  to  be  observed,  that  there  was 
no  other  Court  of  Inquiry  ever  held  upon  the  Colonel,  and 
that  upon  their  report  he  was,  in  point  of  fact,  desired  to 
resign.  Moreover  it  was  clear  that  General  Peel  considered 
it  final  and  conclusive,  for  upon  its  report  he  recommended 
that  Colonel  Dickson  should  be  displaced  if  be  would  not 
resign,  and  he  appointed  no  other  Board  or  Court  of  In- 
quiry, and  made  no  other  inquiry  whatever. 

Bovill  (counsel  for  Lord  Combermere)  observed  that  if 
the  conduct  of  these  gentlemen  was  to  be  attacked,  it  was 
important  to  understand  who,  if  any  one,  was  concerned  in 
defending  them.  He  did  not  consider  it  as  any  part  of  his 
duty  as  Lord  Combermere's  counsel  to  defend  them  (&). 

(«)  Vide  Home  ▼.  Beniinck,  2      mere  had  nothing  more  to  do  with 
B.  fc  B.  130 ;  et  Vide  ante,  p.  528.      the    case    after    sending    tn    his 
(h)  Cleaiiy  not ;  Lord  Comber-      charges ;  vide  ante,  p.  555. 
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1863.  LusL-^lS or  I,  as  Lord  Wilton's  counsel  (a). 

Dickson  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  report  of  the  Board  had 

Viscount     ^^^  acted  upon  by  General  Peel,  who  had  called  upon 

CoMBERMBRB   Coloncl  Dicksou  to  resign, 
and  Others* 

Coleridge, — After  reading  the  minutes  of  the  proceed- 
ings, as  he  himself  stated  (&)• 

Sir  W.  Atherton  (Attorney-General),  counsel  for  Grene- 
ral  Peel,  said,  that  though  it  was  true  that  he  bad  acted 
upon  the  report,  and  had  read  the  minutes,  a  good  deal  of 
what  had  been  commented  upon  had  not  appeared  upon 
the  minutes,  and  so  had  not  been  brought  to  the  know- 
ledge of  General  Peel. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — As  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that 
their  report  was  acted  on  against  the  Colonel  by  General 
Peel,  the  Colonel  cannot  be  prevented  from  showing  what 
their  course  of  conduct  was. 

Next  day,  however  (the  trial  lasting  several  days),  when 
evidence  was  being  gone  into  as  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
Court  of  Inquiry,  it  not  being  proved  that  General  Peel 
had  any  communication  with  the  members, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  he  did  not  see  how  this  would 
bear  upon  the  present  inquiry  as  regarded  the  three  de- 
fendants (c). 


(a)  Quite  as  clearly ;  the  very 
complaint  against  Lord  Wilton  was 
that  he  went  away. 

(6)  Sed  vide  post,  the  more  con- 
sidered observationsof  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  next  day.  To  which  it  is  to  be 
added,  that  if  indeed  General  Peel 
acted  on  the  report  of  the  Board, 
then  neither  he  nor  any  of  the 
defendants  could  be  liable,  however 
false  and  malicious  the  charges; 
because,  in  that  case,  not  the  act  of 
the  defendants,  but  of  the  Board, 
would  have  led  to  and  caused  the 
plaintiff's  removal. 


(c)  Assuming  General  Peel  to 
have  been  responsible  for  every- 
thing that  occurred  on  the  part  of 
the  Board,  and  that  they  were 
guilty  of  any  violation  of  substan- 
tial justice  to  the  inquiry  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  has  been  seen,  (vide 
ante,  p.  528,)  that  an  inquiry  was 
not  at  all  necessary ;  and  the  adop- 
tion of  the  report  was  after  the 
time  at  which  there  was  any  evi- 
dence of  any  communication  be- 
tween General  Peel  and  either  of 
the  other  defendants,  but  before 
the  advice  was  given  for  the  plain- 
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Coleridge  said  General  Peel,  as  Secretary  of  War,  had  1863. 

sanctioned  the  report  of  the  Board,  and  acted  upon  it.  Dicksom 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  remarked  that  this  would  hardly  ren-  viscouht 

der  him  responsible  for  everything  that  had  taken  place  in  Combbrmbre 
the  course  of  the  proceedings. 

Coleridge  said  the  General  stated  he  had  ^^read  the 
minutes,"  and  in  the  House  of  Commons  he  had  stated 
that  he  had  ordered  a  Court  of  Inquiry :  and  in  the  course 
of  the  proceedings  they  said  they  had  "  consulted  the  higher 
authorities." 

JBovill  said  there  was  no  evidence  that  these  **  autho- 
rities'* included  General  Peel. 

Coleridge  said  that  might  be,  because  the  short-hand 
writer  had  only  taken  down  what  the  Court  allowed. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  the  Board  seemed  to  have  con- 
sidered that  they  were  sitting  as  a  close  court,  and,  if  so, 
then  they  were  perfectly  right  in  the  course  they  took ;  for 

tiff*8  removal.  It  is  not  possible  course  of  the  transaction,  before  tbe 
to  lay  down  a  general  rule,  as  to  object  of  the  supposed  conspiracy 
tbe  point  at  wbich  tbe  cbarge  of  a  bas  been  carried  out,  and  wbicb 
conspiracy  is  proved;  and,  until  may  therefore  be  proofs  of  tbe  very 
tbat  fact  is  established,  detached  conspiracy  itself.  Thus,  in  tbe 
acts  of  each  party  are  admissible  in  leading  case  upon  tbe  subject,  Reg. 
themselves  for  the  purpose  of  esta-  v.  B/afc«,  6  Q.  B.  126,  in  wbich  the 
blishing  a  conspiracy.  It  is  equally  present  Lord  Chief  Justice  was 
difficult  to  draw  any  general  rule  counsel,  it  was  so  held  on  an  indict- 
from  tbe  authorities,  as  to  when  the  ment  for  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  tbe 
conspiracy  bas  been  proved,  or  what  customs  of  duty.  Tbe  Court,  as 
act  is  done  in  pursuance  of  the  un-  already  stated,  held  tbe  first  piece  of 
lawful  object  It  is  clear,  that  evidence  clearly  receivable,  because 
evidence  of  what  one  party  alone  (per  Denman,  C.  J.,)  "  it  was  evi- 
bas  said  is  not  admissible,  unless  it  dence  of  something  done  in  the 
is  in  advancement  of  a  common  course  of  a  transaction  then  going 
object ;  and  that  any  statement  on,  which  ought  to  be  laid  before 
made  by  a  party  after  the  object  the  jury  in  proof  of  tbe  conspiracy 
bas  been  accomplished  is  not  in  charged ;  and  possibly  the  con- 
furtherance  of  it,  and  so  is  not  ad-  spiracy  might  not  be  capable  of 
missible.  It  is  otherwise  of  acts,  being  proved  in  any  other  man- 
done,  by  one  of  the  parties,  in  the  ner." 
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1863.        of  course,  in  that  ?iew,  allowing  a  tboit-hand  writer  to  be 


DiCKSOV 


present  at  all  was  a  concession. 


VitcooHT         Coleridge  said  that  certainly  part  of  his  case,  as  against 

^Md'oSicnl'  General  Peel,  was  the  course  and  conduct  of  this  Board  of 

Inquiry,  who  sat  at  the  War  Office,  of  which  he  was  head, 

and  who  appeared  to  have  had  constant  recourse  to  him  in 

the  course  of  their  proceedings. 

Denman  pointed  out  that  it  actually  appeared  on  the  bee 
of  the  proceedings  that,  on  the  question  of  the  admissibility 
of  a  certain  letter,  the  president  said,  ''We  have  had  an  in- 
terview with  the  higher  authorities,  and  I  am  perfectly 
aware  of  the  course  we  are  to  pursue." 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — But  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
meant  to  include  General  Peel.  There  may  be  many  in- 
termediate gradations  of  authority  between  the  higher  au- 
thorities of  the  War  Office  and  General  PeeK 

Denman. — Surely  there  is  some  evidence  that  he  was 
responsible  for  what  was  going  on  in  his  own  office  ? 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.— It  is  far  from  being  enough  to  make 
him  personally  responsible  in  this  action  for  everything 
said  or  done  by  that  Board  of  Inquiry ;  when  a  Board  of 
Inquiry  is  appointed  it  is  their  duty  to  conduct  it  according 
to  established  rules,  and  if  they  do  not  do  so,  primdfaciep 
the  responsibility  rests  upon  them;  unless  it  is  shown  that, 
not  mere  irregularities,  but  errors  inconsistent  with  sub- 
stantial justice,  were  brought  to  the  personal  knowledge  of 
General  Peel. 

Coleridge. — Suppose,  my  Lord,  everything  to  have  been 
in  strict  accordance  with  military  usage  and  rules;  we  com- 
plain, on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  General  Peel  should 
have  acted  against  him  on  a  report  founded  upon  these 
proceedings. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Of  course  that  complaint  would  be 
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open  to  yoa  anyhowi  and  however  regular  the  proceediDga        1863. 
were.    ABSumios  that  the  province  of  the  Board  was  merely      ^IT^^^*^^ 
a  prdimmary  inquiry,  and  to  report  to  General  Peel,  you  «. 

would  have  a  right  to  show  that  he  ought  not  to  have  acted  combbrmerb 
upon  the  report  (a).  *^  ^**^ 

Denman. — Especially  as  he  states  that  he  perused  the 
"  minutes.*' 

CocKBURN,  G.  J. — Of  course  he  would  be  responsible 
for  having  acted  on  the  report,  if  it  was  one  on  which  he 
ought  not  to  have  acted,  however  regular  their  proceedings ; 
and,  a  fortiori,  if  he  is  shown  to  have  known  of  any  injus- 
tice in  the  proceedings. 

General  Peel  having  on  the  22nd  of  September  written 
to  Lord  Combermere  to  the  effect,  that,  "  upon  due  con- 
sideration of  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Board 
of  Inquiry,  he  felt  it  his  duty  to  direct  that  Colonel  Dick- 
son be  called  upon  to  resign,'* 

On  the  2nd  of  October  Colonel   Dickson  replied,  as 

follows : — 

<<  I  have  further  to  remark  that,  from  the  refusal  of  my  accuser  (Lord 
Wilton)  to  attend  during  the  inquiry,  though  called  upon  hy  the  Court  as 
well  as  by  myself  to  do  so,  my  defence  was  rendered  incomplete,  his  eri* 
dence  being  most  essential  to  me ;  the  more  particidariy  as  the  numerous 
letters  he  addressed  to  me  were  not  allowed  to  be  read  and  appended  to 
the  proceedings,  the  Court  having  informed  me  that  I  was  not  upon  my 
trial,  as  they  had  only  to  report  evidence.  I  now  moet  earnestly  request 
that  you  will,  under  all  the  circumstances,  accord  me  a  court-martial,  to 
which  I  feel  as  an  old  officer  I  am  entitled,  as  there  is  much  evidence  of 
a  documentary  nature  which  the  Court  also  refused  to  be  appended  to 
their  proceedings,  and  which  it  is  considered  would  very  materially  sup- 
port the  rtfutation  of  the  charges  preferred  against  me." 

These  documents,  however,  he  himself  sent  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  Secretary  of  War,  and  were  in  fact  before 
him. 

As  the  regiment  had  now  been  disembodied  more  than  a 
year,  it  appeared  that,  by  the  Militia  Acts,  a  court-martial 

(a)  But  then  how  would  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants? 
damage  have  resulted  from    the      vide  anlty  p.  570,  n.  (6). 
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1863.  could  not  be  had.  On  the  I7th  of  Norember,  1858, 
General  Peel  wrote  to  Lord  Combermere  directing  that 
Colonel  Dickson  should  be  afforded  anotti'v  opportunity 
CoMBBRMBSB  ^^  resiguing,  andy  at  the  same  time,  that  he  should  be  in- 
and  Othen.  formed  "  that  the  Secretary  of  War  had  arrived  at  the  de- 
cision entirely  on  the  ground  that  while  in  command  of 
the  regiment  he  had  not  administered  its  interior afiairs— 
more  especially  as  to  the  mess — with  judgment  and  at^ 
tention/* 

As  the  report  of  the  War  Office  Board  was  not  called 
for  by  the  plaintiff*s  counsel,  it  did  not  appear  what  were 
its  contents. 

And  there  was  no  other  evidence  what  were  the  grounds 
on  which  General  Peel  ultimately  recommended  the  re- 
moval of  the  plaintiff,  otherwise  than  as  contained  in  the 
letter  of  General  Peel  of  the  17th  of  November,  directing 
that  the  Colonel  should  be  afforded  another  opportunity 
of  resigning,  but  that  if  he  still  refused  to  do  so  he  should 
be  displaced,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  ^'not  administered 
the  interior  affairs  of  the  regiment,  and  particularly  of  the 
officers'  mess,  with  good  judgment  and  unremitting  atten- 
tion." 

The  plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  his  examination,  was 
asked, — Is  that  any  military  offence  ?  and  answered  that  it 
was  not,  and  that  he  never  heard  of  it  before  as  a  military 
offence  (a). 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  in  a  gr^at  degree,  rested 
upon  this :  and  it  was  urged  that  the  only  offence  charged 
against  the  plaintiff  by  the  Secretary  of  War  was  a  mere 
error  of  judgment,  so  long  ago  as  1855;  and  that  therefore 
his  dismissal  was  as  contrary  to  justice  as  to  law,  and 
could  only  have  been  the  result  of  a  design  to  get  rid  of 
him. 

Two  military  officers,  however,  who  were  called  on  the 

(a)  Sed  vide  ante,  p.  528,  and  42  Geo.  3,  c.  90,  as  to  a  dUereiknufy 
power  of  dismisBal. 
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part  of  the  plaintiff,  admitted  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the        1863. 

commanding:  officer — that  is,  the  officer  actually  \n  com-      '^"^^'^^ 
.  .  ,.!,,.  Dickson 

mand — to  see  that  mess  meetings  were  held  and  that  the  o. 

mess  bills  were  audited  ;  and  ih^t  primd  facie  it  would  be  combbrmerb 
a  reflection  and  reproach  upon  him,  if  the  regiment  were    andOthera. 
allowed  to  be  disembodied  and  the  officers  to  separate  with- 
out any  meeting  being  convened  to  see  to  the  debts  and 
assets. 

In  1859,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  Lord 
Wilton,  x:omplaining  of, el  libel  in  his  letter  to  Lord  Com- 
bermere,  and  alleging  that  it  had  caused  his  dismissal. 
The  Earl  justified,  and  the  cause  was  tried  here  in  February, 
1859(a).  The  report  of  the  War  Office  Court  of  Inquiry, 
and  the  documents  on  which  it  was  based,  had  not  then 
been  published,  nor  had  it  ever  been  made  known  until  the 
present  trial,  and  the  letter,  as  already  stated,  included 
some  charges  not  well  founded  in  fact,  and  not  substan- 
tiated. The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  5/.  on 
the  libel  in  the  letter  to  Lord  Combermere,  containing  the 
charges,  the  jury  finding  it  went  beyond  the  occasion,  and 
was  malicious  (a).  The  plaintiff  had  since  appealed  to  suc- 
cessive Secretaries  of  State  for  War,  but  they  had  con- 
firmed his  dismissal  (£). 

Bovill,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  (c),  observed, 
on  the  part  of  Lord  Combermere  (and  also,  in  the  absence 
and  at  the  desire  of  the  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of 
General  Peel),  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  his  dismissal 
proceeded  on  the  disputed  charges,  but  he  should  not  apply 
for  a  nonsuit ;  though  he  protested  that  there  was  not  an 

(a)   Vide  1  Post.  &  Fin.  419.  action. 

(6)  Thus,  therefore,  he  had  ap-  (c)  It  should  seem  that  it  would 

pealed  both  to  the  Crown  and  to  Par-  have  been  held  that  there  was  no 

liament ;  and,  it  is  conceived  {vide  case  at  all  on  either  count ;    and 

cntCj  p.  542),  had  exhausted  those  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  been 

means  of  redress  which  the  consti-  called ;  if  the  defendant's  counsel 

tutioD  aHowed  in  such  a  case,  and  had  demanded  it.     Vide  infra. 
eould   not  then  sustain   such  an 

TOL.  III.                                      R  R                                                  F.F. 
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1868.  atom  of  evidence  to  sustain  the  action.  And  if  the  case  bad 
been  truly  stated  at  the  outset,  according  to  tbe  fiu^ts,  bis 
Lordsbip  would  no  doubt  bave  stopped  it  at  oncCi  as 
CoMBBSMBsB  against  all  the  derendants.  '  Lord  Combemiere  bad  done 
andOtiien.  {^„(  h;g  ^^ly — y^^  y^^^  acted  upon  admitted  facta — ^vpon 
Colonel  Dickson's  own  statements.  It  was  not  necessary 
to  enter  into  any  disputed  matters.  It  was  not  a  question 
of  charges,  true  or  false,  but  of  Colonel  Dickson*s  own 
statements.  It  was  upon  them  alone  Lord  Combermere 
bad  acted,  to  the  best  of  his  judgment.  It  did  not  matter 
whether  he  had  formed  a  right  or  a  wrong  judgment.  The 
question  was,  whether  he  had  been  guilty  of  preferring 
charges  he  knew  to  be  false,  und  bad  thus  caused  Colonel 
Dickson's  dismissal.  It  was  impossible  that  this  charge 
could  be  sustained,  for  General  Peel  had  recommended  his 
dismissal  entirely  upon  his  own  statements.  For  anything 
that  appeared  upon  the  plaintiiF's  own  case  this  might 
have  been  so  :  and  it  had  not  been  shown  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  dismissed  on  the  charges  alleged  to  have  been 
false  and  malicious — which  alone  was  a  ground  of  nonsuit 
But  General  Peel  desired  to  be  called,  and  had  obtained 
her  Majesty's  leave  to  be  so,  in  order  to  vindicate  his 
character. 

Lush  also,  on  the  part  of  Lord  Wilton,  said,  there  Was  such 
an  utter  absence  of  evidence  to  sustain  this  action  against 
him,  that,  if  it  had  been  an  ordinary  case,  be  should  have 
appealed  with  confidence  to  his  Lordship  to  say  that  tbeM 
was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury ;  but,  as  it  involved  the  cha- 
racter of  Lord  Wilton,  and  as  he  had  been  so  aspersed 
and  assailed,  he  felt  that  he  could  not,  and  he  would  not, 
take  that  course,  or  seek  to  stop  the  case,  without  calliDg 
Lord  Wilton  into  the  box  to  give  bis  assailants  the  fullest 
opportunity  of  substantiating  those  charges. 

The  case  for  the  defence,  in  substance,  was,  that  neither 
of  the  defendants  originated  the  charges  against  the  plain- 
tiff; that  the  original  Regimental  Board  of  Inquiry  was 
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necessary  and  in  accordance  with  military  u^age,  upon        1863. 
disputes  and  counter-complaints  between  the  plaintiff  and      ^^'v-^^ 
Captain  Dixon,  who  had  demanded  the  inquiry ;  that  the  «. 

statenaents  of  the  plaintiff  himself  were  suflScient  to  convict  combermeiie 
him  of  unfitness  to  command  ;  that  they  were  deemed  un-  ^^  Others, 
satisfactory,  not  only  to  the  Regimental  Board  of  Inquiry, 
but  by  the  War  Office  Court  of  Ijiquiry,  appointed  by  the 
Commander-in-Chief,  and  to  which  the  plaintiff  did  not 
object ;  by  the  Inspector  of  the  Militia,  General  Douglas, 
and  all  the  authorities  of  the  War  Office,  not  only  under 
General  Peel,  but  under  his  successors  in  office,  Lord 
Herbert  and  Sir  G.  Lewis;  and  that,  in  short,  neither  Lord 
Wilton,  Lord  Combermerc,  nor  General  Peel,  could  have 
taken  any  other  course  than  that  which  they  did  take;  that 
when  charges  were  made.  Lord  Wilton  was  bound  to  refer 
them  to  the  Lord  Lieutenant ;  that  the  Lord  Lieutenant 
could  only  refer  them  to  the  Secretary  for  War,  and  that 
the  Secretary  for  War  could  only  take  the  advice  of  the 
authorities  and  form  the  best  judgment  he  could. 

In  support  of  this  case  Mr,  Marshall,  the  head  of  the 
Militia  Department,  was  examined  at  great  length,  and 
produced  the  report  of  the  War  Office  Court  of  Inquiry, 
and  the  original  minutes  thereupon  (a) ;  and  General  Sir 
Percy  Douglas,  who  had  been  Inspector-General  of  Militia, 
was  also  examined,  as  were  Lord  Hardinge  and  Sir  E. 

(a)  It  is  clear  that  this  docu-  vileged  communication,  and   pro- 

ment  was  not  admissible   in  evi-  perly  rejected  as  evidence  at  the 

dence.      Where  the  Commander-  trial,  and  that  an  office  copy  thereof 

in-Chief  directed  a  military  inquiry  was  also  inadmissible ;    Home  v. 

to  be  held,  to  investigate  the  con-  Bent  inch  (  Lord),  4  Moore,  563 ;  2 

duct  of  a  commissioned  officer  in  B.  &  B.  130 ;  and  see  S,  C.  1  B.  & 

the  army,  who  afterwards  sued  the  B.  514.     And  it  is  clear  that  there 

president  of  such  Court  of  Inquiry,  the  president.  Sir  II.  Torrens,  did 

for  a  libel  stated  to  be  contained  in  not  object  to  produce  the  report, 

his  report,  ftnd  transmitted  by  him  and  that  the  Court  took  the  objec- 

to    the     Commander-in-Chief: —  tion,  on  the  ground  of  public  policy. 

held,  that  such  a  report  was  a  pri-  See  Bfa^<un  v. iS/reiif, 5  H.&N.  838. 
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1863.        Lugard.    General  Peel  was  called  as  a  witoew  (a)  in  sap- 
2;^"  port  of  tbis  defence. 

«.  General  Peel  being  called  as  a  witness — oo  bn  bein^ 

CoMMKMKSB  Bwoin,  addrcsscd  the  Lord  Chief  Jusncn  thus: — "My 

•^  0<l>»>    Lord,  I  beg  to  be  allowed  to  state  that  I  have  obtained  her 

Majesty's  permission  to  explain  the  groonds  of  my  reoom- 

mendation  to  her  in  tbis  matter"  (6). 

Bavill. — Without  that  permission,  I  believe  your  oath 
as  a  Privy  Councillor  would  have  precluded  your  doing 
so? 

General  Peel  .  It  would. 


(a)  As  to  whether  or  not  he  was 
properly  examinable  as  to  any  advice 
given  to  his  Sovereign,  vide  ante,  p. 
534,  et  vide  Irwin  v.  Grry,  post, 
which  was  not  cited.  In  the  case 
cited  below,  the  Court  said  the 
question  was  not  whether  Sir 
Henry  Torrens  could  be  compelled 
to  produce  the  document,  but  whe- 
ther if  he,  under  a  mistake,  had 
htendispoud  to  do  w,  it  would  not 
have  been  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to 
have  interposed  and  prevented  the 
admission  of  the  evidence.  (2  B. 
&  B.  162,  per  Dallas,  C.  J.)  It 
is  conceived  that  this  was  the 
true  principle,  and  that  it  applied 
here. 

(6)  General  Peel  evidently  con- 
sidered that  this  was  all  that  was 
necessary  to  allow  of  his  disclosing 
the  advice  he  had  given  to  his 
Sovereign,  and  the  groundt  of  it, 
and  that  the  rest  lay  with  himself; 
and  that,  in  short,  it  was  merely  a 
matter  of  personal  privilege  or  pro- 
tection to  the  Sovereign,  and  the 
Minister,  which  they  might  waive. 
The  reasons  have  already  been 
stated  for  a  grave  doubt  whether 
this  is  so,  whether  on  principles  of 


public  policy  it  is  eompeCcnt  to  a 
Minister  or  ez-Minister  to  disdoit 
such  matters.  If  the  only  obttade 
were  the  oath  of  aecrety,  the  So- 
vereign's dispensation  might  tniBee^ 
but  this  b  not  so,  and  if  there  wcrt 
no  such  oath  the  djectioD  would 
still  remain,  groanded  on  pihlie 
policy  and  constitatiooal  prineipie; 
an  objection  against  tahoiittiDgads 
of  the  Sovereign  by  the  adviee  ef 
her  Ministers  to  the  judgment  of  a 
jury.  Ifnottobe  submitted  to  t)M 
jury,  why  disdoaedt  And,  in  pomt 
of  fact.  General  Peel  used  that  pro- 
cise  expression  in  hn  atatement, 
and  appealed  to  the  judgment  of  the 
jury  in  explaining  the  grounds  of 
his  decision,  and  the  advice  he  had 
given  to  the  Sovereign.  Had  he  a 
consUtutional  right  to  do  ao?  Had 
even  the  Sovereign  a  constitntioiud 
right  to  allow  him  to  do  to  T  In 
point  of  fisct,  did  herperaiwiea  to 
him  to  disclose  what  advice  he  had 
given  her  extend  ao  far  aa  to  ear- 
pourer  him  to  do  ao,  still  less  to  ex- 
plain the  grounds  of  Aer  dedsioo 
and  judgment,  which,  in  point  of 
law,  it  was?  And  even  if  it  was  so 
intended  and  nndeistoodl,  bad  tbt 
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General  Peel  being  examined,  stated  that  it  was  not 
until  the  3rd  May,  1858,  he  first  heard  anything  of  the 
matter ;  that  on  that  day  he  was  informed  that  Lord  Com- 
bermere,  and  Lord  Wilton,  and  Colonel  North,  desired  to 
see  him,  and  that  what  was  their  object  in  seeking  the  in- 
terview he  was  then  perfectly  ignorant.    They  came,  he 
found,  without  any  papers  at  all ;  but  Lord  Combermere 
informed  him  that  he  had  been  to  the  Horse  Guards  to  ask 
for  a  court-martial  upon  Colonel  Dickson,  and  that  he  had 
been  referred  to  the  War  Office,  as  it  was  a  Militia  case. 
The  witness  said  he  desired  Mr.  Marshall,  the  head  of  the 
Militia  branch  of  the  office,  to  come  and  explain  to  Lord 
Combermere  the  proper  course  to  pursue.     He  came,  and 
addressed  himself  to  Lord  Combermere  as  the  Lord  Lieu- 
Sovereign  constitutional  right    to 
aothorize  her  Minister  to  explain  to 
a  jury  the  grounds  of  his  official 
advice,  and  of  her  own  Sovereign 
act?  Was  it  not,  in  effect,  placing  a 
jury  in  the  position  of  Parliament? 
Is  it  not  the  proper  and  exclusive 
province  of   Parliament  to  sit   in 
judgment  upon  the  advice  given  to 
tly  Sovereign  hy  her  Ministers,  and 
the  acts  of  the  Sovereign  upon  such 
advice?    And  was  it  not  a  com- 
plete usurpation  of  this  high  privi- 
lege and  power  of  Parliament,  for  a 
jury  to  listen  to  such  explanations 
by  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  ?  There 
was    something    startling    in   the 
spectacle  of  a  Minister   of  State 
tobmitting  to  a  jury  whether  the 
advice  he  had  given  his  Sovereign 
was  just      Such    a    course    was 
utterly  without  authority  or  prece- 
dent, and  it  is  conceived  was  clearly 
at  utteriy  contrary  to  all  principle 
as  to  authority,  and  set  a  most 
dangerous  precedent.    Suppose  the 
jury  bad  not  only  disagreed  with 
tbe  Secretary  in  his  judgment,  but 


1863. 


Dickson 
r. 

Viscount 

COMBfiRMERE 

and  Others. 


deemed  that  there  was  evidence  of 
malice  and  collusion,  and  of  want  of 
real  belief  in  the  truth  of  the  sup- 
posed charges ;  and  that  they  were 
all  groundless?  And  suppose  such 
a  course  pursued  by  every  po-u  lar 
officer  dismissed  the  service,  and  by 
every  person  in  the  service  of  the 
Crown  in  any  capacity,  who  is  dis- 
missed for  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct, or  on  grounds  purely  discre- 
tionary ?  The  practical  result  would 
be  to  revolutionize  the  Govern- 
ment, destroy  the  Constitution,  and 
transfer  the  responsibility  of  the 
executive,  from  Parliament  to  the 
people^  at  large,  represented  in  the 
jury  box.  It  is  conceived  that 
the  House  of  Commons  is  the  pro- 
per tribunal  to  receive  complaints 
by  public  officers  against  Ministers 
of  State,  whether  for  unjust  dismis- 
sal or  for  any  other  oppressive  acts, 
and  the  notorious  fact  that  the 
House  has  always  received  such 
complaints  show  that  they  are  not 
the  proper  subjects  of  suits  at  law. 
Vide  ante,  p.  559. 


andOthcn. 
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1863.        tenant^  telling  him  that,  if  be  desired  to  obtain  the  conflent 
)f^  of  the  Crown  to  remove  an  officer,  be  must  make  an  appli- 

DlCKSON  ...  .  . 

o.  cation  in  writing;  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  detailing  the 

CoMBERMERB  grounds  on  which  he  made  the  application.  The  matter 
never  came  before  the  witness  again  until  bis  letter  of  the 
9th  of  June,  1858,  with  the  exception  that  on  the  10th  of 
May,  Sir  H.  Storks,  the  Military  Secretary,  brongbt  him 
an  opened  letter  to  sign  (detailing  to  him  the  grounds  on 
which  it  was  written),  and  the  witness  signed  it,  after  con* 
sidering  it  and  approving  it.  General  Peel  being  asked  if 
there  was  any  underhand  conspiracy,  any  influence  through 
relationship,  friendship,  or  otherwise  to  induce  him  to 
send  false  charges  to  the  Queen,  denied  it. 

Coc&BURN,  C.  J. — Was  there  any  personal  influence 
used  or  sought  to  be  used  upon  you  to  make  you  depart 
from  the  ordinary  course  ? 

General  Peel. — None  whatever.  He  stated  further  that 
he  never  saw  Lord  Combermere  again  on  the  matter,  and 
that  from  that  time  until  he  had  decided  on  the  case  he 
never  saw  Lord  Wilton  about  it.  General  Peel  stated 
further,  that  he  had  formed  his  opinion  on  the  case  as  a 
military  man  himself,  competent  to  form  an  opinion  upon 
such  matters  ;  having  also,  as  assistants  at  the  War  Office, 
General  Douglas  and  Sir  H.  Storks,  as  military  advisers  of 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  War.  He  said  a  civilian  Secre- 
tary  of  War  would  naturally  rely  on  their  opinion,  without 
entering  into  matters  of  a  military  nature  themselves,  but 
that  he  being  himseira  military  man,  although  he  bad  the 
benefit  of  their  opinion,  did  not  act  solely  upon  it,  but  he 
read  through  the  papers  most  attentively,  and  desired 
leave  to  explain  the  grounds  on  which  he  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  it  was  proper  to  remove  Colonel  Dickson,  and 
did  so  at  some  length.  Whatever  doubt  or  difficulty 
might  have  arisen  with  regard  to  figures,  he  said  there 
could  be  none  whatever  as  to  facts.  For  it  was  upon 
Colonel  Dickson's  own  remarks,  it  was  upon  his  own 
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answers  to  the  charges,  that  he  came  to  the  conclusion        1863. 
which  he  did  come  to,  having  before  him  the  report  of  the      2^'^^ 
Regimental  Board  and  his  written  statement  in  answer,  p. 

and  also  the  charges  made  against  him  and  bis  remarks  combbembri 
upon  those  charges.  As  he  understood,  the  facts  as  to  •"*  OOimi. 
the  debts,  and  the  neglect  of  the  mess  meetings,  and  the 
accounts,  were  in  effect  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  (a).  As 
to  the  Board  of  Inquiry,  he  said  he  was  told  by  Mr. 
Marshall  that  it  was  not  possible  to  have  a  court-martial, 
and  that  the  proper  course  was  to  apply  to  the  Commanderr . 
in-Chief  to  appoint  the  Board ;  and  that  was  the  course  he 
took ;  and  before  he  saw  the  names  of  the  officers  appointed 
he  knew  nothing  about  it.  He  had  no  acquaintance  with 
them  (except  a  slight  personal  acquaintance  with  one), 
and  had  no  communication  with  any  of  them  while  they 
were  sitting.  Nor  did  he  recollect,  directly  or  indirectly, 
giving  any  direction  whatever  to  any  of  the  members  of 
the  Board,  except  on  an  application  on  the  part  of  Colonel 
Dickson  that  he  should  have  access  to  certain  papers,  t>a 
which  he  directed  that  he  should.  He  denied  having  told 
Lord  Wilton  that  he  need  not  attend  the  inquiry.  The 
Court  of  Inquiry  was  granted  on  the  request  of  Mr.  Dun- 
combe,  on  behalf  of  his  friend  Colonel  Dickson.  It  was 
conceded  to  him,  in  order  to  afford  him  an  opportunity  of 
removing  those  imputations  upon  his  character  of  which 
be  complained.  The  witness  said,  he  required  bo  report 
of  the  Court  of  Inquiry  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  because 
he  had  decided  on  his  own  answers.  If  be  had  not 
applied  for  an  inquiry,  the  witness  said  he  was  prepared 
to  decide  upon  his  own  statements,  and  the  only  imi- 
portance  he  attached  to  the  Board  of  Inquiry  was  that 
the  opinion  of  three  experienced  officers  confirmed   the 

(a)  This,  it  if  conceived,  was  been  proved)  the  defendant's  evi- 

dearly  so ;  even  on  the  plaintifiTs  dence  really  added  nothing  to  the 

own  case,  and  beyond  the  denial  of  defence,  which  was  complete  on  the 

bad  motives  (which  should  have  plaintiff 's  own  case. 
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1863.        conclusioD  at  which  he  had  arrived — that  he  bad   neg- 
^■^""^^"^^      lected  the  interior  economy  of  the  r^menL    So  far  from 
V.  ''combining"  or  ''conspiring/'  he  formed  his  own  jiidg« 

CoMBBRMBRB  ^^^^  on  Colonel  Dickson's  own  statements,  not  on  the 
and  Othcn.  charges  brought  against  him.  As  to  the  course  of  pro- 
ceeding adopted  by  the  Board,  the  first  time  he  heard  of 
any  irregularities  in  it  was  in  this  Court.  He  knew 
nothing  of  the  proceedings,  and  though  they  might  appear 
rather  extraordinary  to  the  gentlemen  of  the  jury  and  the 
lawyers,  yet  it  was  their  only  course.  As  a  Court  of  In- 
quiry they  were  in  the  same  position  as  a  grand  jury  to 
give  their  opinion ;  and  though  it  might  appear  strange, 
they  would  have  been  justified  in  declining  to  call  upon 
any  one  to  attend.  The  witness  mentioned  a  great  mili- 
tary inquiry,  at  which,  he  said,  the  first  thing  was  to  de- 
sire two  officers  to  attend,  but  one  of  them  declined  to  do 
so,  and  the  Court  had  no  power  to  enforce  their  attendance. 
At  the  same  time,  he  said,  if  he  had  been  made  aware 
that  Colonel  Dickson  very  much  desired  Lord  Wilton's 
attendance,  he  would  have  written  to  Lord  Combermere  to 
desire  it 

General  Peel  further  stated,  that  he  had  no  other  com- 
munication with  Lord  Wilton  than  that  he  had  men- 
tioned ;  that  the  Secretary  of  War  only  communicated  in 
such  cases  to  the  Lord  Lieutenant ;  and,  such  being  the 
regular  course,  there  was  no  departure  from  it  in  this 
instance. 

Lush  then  asked,  on  behalf  of  Lord  Wilton, — ^Was  it  the 
duty  of  Lord  Wilton,  as  Colonel,  to  transmit  to  Lord 
Combermere  the  proceedings  of  the  Regimental  Board  of 
Inquiry,  and  any  complaints  of  the  officers  to  him? 

General  Peel. — You  ask  that  question  of  me,  I  presume, 
as  a  military  officer,  not  as  Secretary  of  State  (a)?     I 

(a)  And  it  was,  it  is  conceived,      not  as  Secretary  of  State,  videmte, 
only  at  military  officer  that  General      p.  578. 
Peel  had  any  right  to  answer,  and 
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Bhould  say  most  decidedly  it  was  his  duty.     And  if  I  had  1863. 

seen,  even  in  the  newspapers,  that  tradesmen  were  obliged  dicksoic 

to  sue  to  recover  debts  due  from  the  regimental  mess,  I  v. 

should  have  considered  it  was  my  duty  to  order  the  Lord  Combbrmere 

Lieutenant  to  institute  an  inquiry  (a).  *°        *"* 

Coleridge  cross-examined  General  Peel  as  to  the  grounds 
of  his  judgment  on  the  case,  and  he  adhered  to  them 
as  above  stated,  viz.,  in  substance,  that  the  facts  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  neglect  of  mess  meetings  and 
accounts,  made  it  a  case  for  dismissal. 

At  the  close  of  General  Peel's  examination, 

CocKBURN,  C.J.,  (addressing  Coleridge)  said: — I  have 
not  hitherto  interfered  with  the  progress  of  this  inquiry, 
and  hesitated  to  do  so  until  General  Peel  should  have 
been  examined,  that  you  might  have  the  fullest  oppor- 
tunity of  putting  any  question  to  him  you  might  desire  to 
put,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  had  been  his  conduct  and 
what  his  motives  throughout  this  matter.  But  now  that 
he  has  been  examined,  and  that  you  have  had  that  oppor- 
tunity, I  think  that  I  should  not  be  discharging  my  duty 
if  I  did  not  put  it  to  you  whether  you  will  persist  in  this 
charge  against  General  Peel  of  having  corruptly  abused 
the  confidence  of  his  Sovereign  in  recommending  the  dis- 
charge of  an  officer  upon  grounds  which  he  knew  to  be 
unfounded  and  unjust.  That  really  is  involved  in  this 
action ;  and  now  that  you  have  heard  what  he  has  said, 
and  have  seen  all  that  has  passed  in  the  office,  and  how 
his  course  of  action  was  approved  by  all  those  officers  whom 
it  was  his  duty  to  consult,  can  you,  after  that,  ask  it  to  be 
put  to  the  jury  that  he  corruptly  abused  the  confidence  of 
his  Sovereign  for  the  purpose  of  oppressing  and  injuring 

(a)  This  RDSwer,  if  received  by  But  then,  if  evidence  is  submitted 

the  jury,  of  course  destroyed  any  to  a  jury,  it  is  for  them  to  judge  of 

case  as  against  the  other  defendants  its  weight  and  effect.  A  nd  suppose 

even  if  there  had  been  any  before,  they  had  discredited  all  this? 


and  Others. 
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1863.        an  individual  ?     If  you  cannot,  it  is  my  duty  to  eay  that 

^^"^^      you  ought  at  once  to  abandon  the  action  as  against  Gre- 

©.  neral  Peel. 

Viscount 

CoMBERMBRB  CoUridgc  said  the  legal  language  of  the  declaration,  no 
doubt,  was  strong ;  but  he  did  not  construe  it  in  a  popular 
sense,  or  as  conveying  any  offensive  imputation  of  moral 

wrong. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — It  is  my  duty  to  tell  the  jury  that  we 
are  not  sitting  here  as  a  Court  of  Appeal  to  determine 
whether  he  has  discharged  his  duty  wisely,  as  to  which  be 
is  responsible  to  his  Sovereign  and  the  country,  but  not  at 
the  suit  of  a  private  individual.  It  is  not  a  question 
whether  he  has  exercised  his  discretion  well  or  wisely. 
But  the  jury,  in  order  to  find  a  verdict  against  him,  must 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  has  dishonestly  and  cor- 
ruptly abused  the  power  intrusted  to  him.  That  is  in- 
volved in  this  action. 

Coleridge.— ^o  doubt,  it  is  involved  in  it,  with  this 
qualification,  that  the  law  uses  language  not  in  a  popular 
sense,  or  as  necessarily  involving  any  moral  imputation. 

CooKBURN,  C.  J. — Still,  you  know,  you  cannot  dispute 
the  proposition  of  law  I  have  laid  down,  that  he  is  not 
legally  responsible  if  he  has  acted  honestly. 

Coleridge, — No,  my  Lord,  I  cannot.  Still  the  question 
is — is  it  not  ? — whether  his  act  was  not  in  its  nature 
judicial ;  and,  if  so,  whether  he  is  not  liable  if  he  has  acted 
without  reasonable  and  probable  ground,  even  although  he 
has,  more  or  less,  adopted  the  judgment  of  others. 

CocKDURx,  C.  J. — No.  He  is  not  responsible  unless  he 
has  acted  dishonestly.  However  he  may  have  erred,  if 
he  has  acted  from  a  sense  of  public  duty,  he  is  discharged 
as  to  all  legal  liability. 

Coleridge. — I  don't  mean  to  suggest  any  personal  spite 
on  his  part.     Nor  do  I  impute  any  personal  corruption. 
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CocKBURN,  C.J. — I  shall  tell  the  jury  that  if  they  be^        1863. 

lieve  that  his  intention  was   to  oppress   and   injure  the      jT^"^^^^"^ 

^^  •'  Dickson 

plaintiff,  he  is  liable;  but  that  if  he  made  the  recommenda-  v. 

tion  to  dismiss  him  out  of  an  honest  sense  of  duty,  even  combermerb 
though  he  may  have  been  mistaken  (as  to  which  I  give    ^^  Othere. 
no  opinion  one  way  or  the  other),  he  is  not  liable  in  law ; 
and  that  if  a  public  servant  does  an  act  in  the  honest  dis- 
charge of  his  public  duty  he  is  responsible  to  his  Sovereign, 
but  not  before  a  jury. 

Coleridge. — There  may  be  an  exception  in  the  case  of  a 
judicial  act  (a). 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — No,  nor  is  this  a  judicial  act  at  all* 
It  is  an  exercise  of  the  pleasure  of  the  Sovereign  through 
a  high  officer  of  State.  The  Sovereign  has  the  power 
of  dismissing  any  officer.  He  receives  liis  commission 
from  his  Sovereign  and  holds  it  at  his  pleasure,  and  it  is  in 
the  will  of  the  Sovereign  to  withdraw  it.  It  is  the  will  of 
the  Sovereign  to  exercise  that  power  through  responsible 
servants  of  the  Crown,  and  they  are  not  responsible  for  ita 
exercise  before  a  jury. 

Coleridge. — That  is  so,  no  doubt,  my  Lord,  and  I  may 
at  once  say  your  Lordship  is  right,  and  I  therefore  with- 
draw the  case  as  against  General  Peel. 

A  verdict  of  Not  guilty  was  therefore  entered  as  regarded 
General  Peel  (ft). 

The  case  proceeded  as  regarded  the  other  two  defend- 
ants. Lord  Wilton  and  Lord  Combermere. 

With  regard  to  the  other  two  defendants.  General  Peel 
distinctly  stated  that  he  had   not  in  fact  acted   upon  the 

(a)  The  exceptioD  is  rather  the  considered  would  preclude  any 
other  way,  vide  ante,  p.  533.  action  at  all  for  an   act  in  that 

(b)  But  upon  grounds  which  it  is  capacity),  would  equally  demand, 
coDceived,  except  so  far  as  they  con-  on  the  evidence,  the  acquittal  of 
cerned  his  peculiar  functions  as  ad-  the  other  defendants.  Vide  post,  p. 
viser  of  the  Crown  (which  it  is  587. 
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1863.        charges  they  sent  in,  but  upon  the  facts  as  admitted  by 
Colonel  Dickson  himself;   viz.,  that  the  mess  funds  had 
V,  been  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  entertain- 

CoMBEBMBBB  mcuts  whilc  the  mess  kit  was  not  paid  for;  that  the  ac- 
Otheii.  counts  had  been  neglected  and  allowed  to  get  into  arrear, 
and  that  neither  before  nor  after  the  regiment  had  been 
disembodied  were  meetings  of  the  officers  held,  to  be  in* 
formed  of  their  liabilities  and  to  make  arrangements  for 
their  liquidation.  But  General  Peel  also  stated  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  Lord  Wilton  to  send  the  charges  to  Lord 
Combermere,  and  of  the  latter  to  send  them  to  him ;  and 
he  said,  moreover,  that  had  the  admitted  facts  come  to  his 
knowledge  in  any  way,  he  should  upon  those  alone  have 
ordered  an  inquiry,  and  upon  proof  of  such  facts  directed 
the  commanding  officer  to  be  displaced. 

Lord  Combermere*s  answers  to  interrogatories  were 
read,  by  consent,  (on  account  of  his  great  age  and  in- 
firmities); and  his  answers,  in  substance,  were,  that  he 
knew  nothing  of  the  matter  until  the  Earl  of  Wilton  spoke 
to  him  in  March,  and  merely  mentioned  that  he  would 
receive  the  report,  which  he  afterwards  did  receive.  He 
stated  that  the  Earl  saw  him  in  April  (after  he  had  been 
sued),  and  that  he  then  sent  for  and  saw  the  plaintiff  (a). 
He  admitted  that  he  had  not  acted  in  some  measure  on 
Lord  Wilton*s  representations ;  and  that  he  had  not,  before 
his  letter  of  the  9th  May,  received  the  report  and  other  docu- 
ments above  mentioned,  and  had  had  interviews  with  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  subject,  whose  explanations  were  un- 
satisfactory to  him.  He  stated  that,  at  his  second  inter- 
view with  the  plaintiff,  he  did  not  say  he  could  not  make 
head  or  tail  of  the  report,  but  did  use  the  expression 
quoted  in  allusion  to  a  great  quantity  of  bills  and  papers 
which  he  had  before  him,  and  which  were  in  some  parts 
unintelligible.  He  admitted  that  he  did  allude  to  the  fact 
that  the  Earl  of  Wilton  had  been  sued  owing  to  the  plain- 

(a)  Thus  be  heard  both  sides. 
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tifTs  default;  but  not  stating  that  the  Earl  of  Wilton  in-        1863. 
sisted  on  the  plaintiff's  resigning,  nor  did  he  say  that  he      ^'"^^ 
must  resign ;  but  the  plaintiff  did  not  deny  that  the  ac-  v. 

counts  had  not  been  settled  before  the  regiment  had  been  combermbrb 
disembodied,  and  he  recommended  him  to  resign.  "^  Oihen. 

At  the  close  of  this  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — If  Lord  Combermere  acted  on  Lord 
Wilton's  representations,  that  will  come  to  a  verdict  for 
Lord  Combermere.  That  is,  if  Lord  Combermere,  on  the 
representations  of  Lord  Wilton  as  Colonel,  merely  put  the 
matter  into  proper  course  of  military  investigation,  you 
cannot  possibly  ask  for  a  verdict  against  Lord  Combermere. 
That  is  to  say,  if  he  acted  honestly  on  these  representa- 
tions, and,  in  discharge  of  his  duty,  went  to  the  Horse 
Guards  merely  \\ith  the  view  of  having  the  matter  properly 
examined,  you  cannot  possibly  call  that  a  conspiracy,  for 
he  was  only  doing  that  which  was  his  duty.  This  is  per- 
fectly beyond  dispute  (a). 

Coleridge  assented  to  that. 

Lord  Wilton  was  also  called,  and  declared  that  he  had 
appointed  the  Regimental  Board  on  the  application  of 
Captain  Dixon,  and  at  the  advice  of  Colonel  North,  and 
because  he  deemed  it  to  be  his  duty  to  do  so,  that  he  ap- 
pointed the  three  senior  officers  according  to  usage,  and 
took  no  part  in  their  proceedings,  and  that  he  bad  sent 
their  report  to  Lord  Combermere  on  the  same  advice  and 
for  the  same  reason,  and  had  afterwards,  on  his  requisition, 
sent  in  the  statement  of  charges  founded  on  written  state- 
ments by  officers  in  the  regiment  (which  he  produced),  and 
which  he  honestly  believed  to  be  true,  though  one  or  two 
of  them  turned  out  not  to  be  well  founded,  or  were  not 

(a)  It  is  obvious  that  it  is  so  the  Earl  as  strongly  showed  that  be 

{vide  ante,  p.  585),  and  it  showed  acted  on  the  statements  of  others 

that  there  was  no  case  as  against  as  Lord   Combermere  showed  he 

either  of  the  defendants,  if  they  acted  on   the   Earl's,  or  General 

were  believed,  for  it  will  be  seen  Peel  ou  Lord  Combermere'a. 
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1863.        substantiated ;  and  he  stated  that  after  the  appointment  of 

^^^^^^^      the  Board  of  Inquiry  at  the  War  Office  he  took  no  part 
Dickson  n      j  ^  ,         ,       i 

V.  in  it,  and  in  fact  had  no  concern  m  it;  that  he  had  not 

CoMBE^MBRE  promotcd  it,  nor  made  any  charges  himself;  but  had  merely 
and  Others.  ^^^^  ^j^g  official  medium  for  the  transmission  of  charges 
made  by  others,  and  of  which  he  had  no  personal  know- 
ledge, and  that  he  withdrew  from  it  because  he  could  give 
no  information  as  to  the  matters  to  be  inquired  into;  and 
further,  that  the  charges  he  sent  to  Lord  Combermere  were 
drawn  up  by  the  Adjutant  on  the  report  of  the  Regimental 
Board,  and  that  he  had  only  embodied  them  in  an  official 
letter.  He  denied  any  ill  feeling  or  enmity  towards  the 
plaintiff  (a),  and  denied,  indeed,  having  himself  originated 
any  of  the  charges  against  him,  declaring  that  the  charges 
sent  in  against  him  were  all  those  of  the  Regimental  Board, 
or  of  others  in  the  regiment;  and  he  denied  in  fact  personal 
knowledge  of  the  matters  in  question,  and  stated  that  he 
had  sent  in  the  charges  because  advised  by  Colonel  North, 
that  if  he  did  not  do  so  he  would  make  himself  amenable 
to  military  censure. 

Colonel  North  was  called,  and  confirmed  this  evidence; 
and  it  was  admitted  that  he  had  acted  bona  fide. 

Coleridge^  in  reply,  disavowed  the  idea  that  the  jury 
were  a  proper  tribunal  of  appeal  from  the  decision  of  com- 
petent  military  tribunals ;  but  they  were,  he  contended,  a 
court  of  redress  for  the  ill  effects  of  injustice  committed  by 
those  tribunals,  and  if  they  were  the  only  tribunal  to  whom 
an  officer  who  had  suffered  such  injustice  could  appeal, 

(d)  This  of  course,  as  being  the  advice  of  others ;  and  that  this  was 
mere  negation  of  the  contrary  of  that  so,  especially  as  to  the  new  charges, 
which  the  law  presumes,  did  not  of  which  it  was  admitted  one  or 
carry  the  case  on  the  Earl's  behalf  two  were  not  supported.  As  re- 
further  than  the  facts  he  stated  ;  gards  those,  perhaps  it  could  not  be 
and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  said  that  thnre  was  no  case  as 
altered  the  case,  except  perhaps  in  against  him,  had  the  dismissal 
showing  more  distinctly  that  he  proceeded  upon  those  charges;  bat 
had  acted  on  the  statements  and  it  was  plain  it  did  not. 
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and  if  the  defendants  had  acted  either  with  the  knowledge        1863. 

that  the  charges  were  unfoundedy  or  without  any  care  to  take      ^J^'^ 

reasonable  means  of  ascertaining  that  they  were  true—  9. 

Viscount 
CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Mr.  Coleridge,  the  question  is,  whe-  Combbrmerb 

ther  they  honestly  believe  them  to  be  true  ? 

Coleridge, — Quite  so.  That  is,  whether  they  reason- 
ably believed  them  to  be  true.  They  were  bound  to  have 
some  reasonable  ground  for  their  belief,  and,  if  they  had 
not,  then  they  were  legally  liable.  And  the  Secretary  of 
State  could  not  dare  to  set  at  nought  the  deliberate  verdict 
of  a  jury  on  the  case.  The  Secretary  of  State,  no  doubt, 
had  acted  honestly  on  their  representations;  but  if  the 
nature  of  the  materials  they  presented  to  him  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  presented  were  such  as  to 
mislead  him,  they  were  liable.  He  did  not,  he  said, 
shrink  for  a  moment  from  making  the  charges  which  were 
brought  forward  in  this  declaration.  They  were  charges 
of  conspiracy  and  of  false  and  malicious  charges — that  is, 
charges  wilfully  and  knowingly  false  (a).  That  language 
might  seem  strong,  but  it  was  the  language  of  the  law. 
The  law  said,  that  if  men  combined  together  to  injure  others 
by  improper  means  they  were  guilty  of  conspiracy.  Now, 
what  was  the  case  against  them  ?  It  was  threefold.  First, 
that  the  charges  were  false  in  fact ;  secondly,  that  they 
were  wilfully  false  ;  that  is,  did  the  defendants  know  them 
to  be  false — or  rather  did  they  know  them  to  be  true? 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — No  ;  did  they  honestly  believe  them 
to  be  true  ? 

Coleridge. — Having  reasonable  grounds  for  their  belief. 
But  if  they  choose  to  act  upon  these  charges  without  any 
reasonable  grounds  for  their  belief,  and  without  taking 
reasonable  or  any  care  to  know  if  they  were  true,  and 
without  using  any  means  in  their  power  to  ascertain  if  they 
were  true,  then  they  were  liable  in  law.    Thirdly.   Upon  the 

(a)  This,  therefore,  was  avotced,  as  the  basis  of  the  case. 
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1863.        first  count,  for  a  conspiracy,  the  defeodmnts  oombined  to- 


DiCKfOH 


gether  to  eflTect  their  object  by  these  improper 


9.  Now,  first,  were  the  charges  true?    As  to  this,  the  lemmed 

CoMBEKMEKE  counscI  wcot  Oil  to  coEDplaia  that  the  report  of  the  War 
and  Otbera.    QflSce  Court  of  Inquiry  had  been  produced  against  his  client 
at  this  trial,  never  having  been  produced  berore. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — You  see  you  have  made  General 
Peel  a  conspirator,  and  that  obliged  him  to  bring  it  for- 
ward in  his  own  defence.  He  was  bound  to  do  so.  It 
was  not  necessary  on  the  former  trial ;  but,  when  his  cha- 
racter and  conduct  was  challenged  as  to  the  advice  he  had 
given  to  his  Sovereign,  and  the  grounds  on  which  he  had 
given  it,  he  had  no  alternative  but  to  produce  it.  not  as 
attacking  Colonel  Dickson,  but  in  his  own  defence. 

Coleridge. — I  don't  dispute  it  for  a  moment. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  did  not  understand  it  as  brought 
forward  at  all  to  establish  the  facts  which  it  stated,  but  as 
showing  the  materials  on  which  General  Peel  acted. 

Bovill  observed  that  he  had  only  produced  them  on  be- 
half of  General  Peel  (in  the  absence  of  his  own  counsel, 
the  Attorney-General)  and  not  on  the  part  of  his  client. 
Lord  Conibermere. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  should  not  have  admitted  it 
merely  as  against  Colonel  Dickson  on  the  part  of  either 
of  the  other  two  defendants. 

Bovill. — And  Lord  Wilton  never  had  a  copy  of  it. 

Coleridge  went  on  to  comment  upon  the  oflicial  minutes 
on  the  case,  which,  he  contended,  showed  a  preconceived 
opinion  against  Colonel  Dickson. 

Bovill  objected  that  now  General  Peel  was  dismissed 
from  the  case  the  proceedings  of  the  War  Office  were,  as 
to  the  two  remaining  defendant:,  totally  irrevalent. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — That  is  so,  and  I  shall  tell  the  jury 
so,  that  what  passed  at  the  War  Office  after  the  case  got 
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there  is  quite  immaterial   as   regards   these  defendants.  1863. 

They  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  there.     The  question  as  ^^^ 

to  them  is  whether,  when  they  instituted  these  proceed-  •. 

ings,  they  acted  rightly  or  wrongly.     When  once  it  got  Combermere 

into  the  War  Office  General  Peel  was  responsible.  ""^^  ^^^^ 

Coleridge. — Of  course  that  is  so,  no  doubt ;  but  what  we 
say  is,  that  they  had  made  up  their  minds  upon  it.  The 
learned  counsel  went  on  to  comment  upon  the  proceedings 
of  the  Court  of  Inquiry,  as  to  which  he  said  he  did  not 
complain  of  it  merely  in  point  of  regularity,  but  in  point 
of  substantial  justice.  No  doubt  the  military  di£fered 
from  the  legal  idea  of  justice,  but  this  Court  of  Inquiry 
went  far  beyond  mere  irregularity.  The  fact  was  General 
Peel  had  virtually,  as  he  said,  decided  before  the  inquiry, 
and  this  action  was  the  only  means  the  plaintiff  had  of  ob- 
taining justice. 

Bovill,  on  behalf  of  General  Peel,  objected  that  he 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  proceedings  before  the  Court 
of  Inquiry,  which  he  had  never  heard  of  until  it  was  all 
over. 

CocKBURN,C.  J. — He  is  now  dismissed  from  the  present 
action,  and  those  proceedings  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  case  as  against  the  other  two  defendants. 

Coleridge, — Except  as  an  element  in  the  consideration 
of  the  question  how  far  these  charges  were  true. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — That  is  not  the  question,  Mr.  Cole- 
ridge, but  whether  they  honestly  believed  them  to  be  true, 
which  depends  upon  what  was  before  their  minds  at  the 
time.  You  are  now  discussing  the  proceedings  in  the  War 
Office.  But  General  Peel  has  told  us  that  he  proceeded 
on  the  admissions  by  Colonel  Dickson  himself.  We 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  or  not  he 
came  to  a  right  conclusion. 

VOL.  III.  S  S  F.F. 
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1863.  Coleridge. — Certainly  not.     But  his  opinion  has  hfeen 

^"^^"^^      relied  on,  and  his  high  authority  appealed  to. 

Viscount  Cockburn,  C.  J.— Still,  as  it  does  not  follow,  because 

CoMBBRMBRB  thc  Court  of  Inouirv  reported  that  these  chanres  were 
true,  that  therefore  they  were  so,  so  neither  does  the  con- 
verse follow,  that,  if  the  grounds  of  the  report  are  not  fc^us- 
tained,  therefore  these  charges — those  upon  which  Colonel 
Dickson  were  dismissed — were  not  well  founded.  The 
proceedings  of  that  Court  of  Inquiry,  therefore,  or  of  the 
War  Office,  ought  not  to  prejudice  the  case  as  against  the 
other  defendants. 

Coleridge.— Yet  \f  the  report  be  appealed  to  in  their 
favour,  I  may  be  allowed  to  urge  that  its  conclusions  were 
not  well  arrived  at,  and  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  weight 
He  was  merely  viewing  the  case  as  it  bore  upon  the  other 
defendants  ;  but  his  learned  friend's  client.  Lord  Comber- 
mere,  had  written  that  he  had  "  ascertained  the  truth  of 
these  charges.**  [Bovill. — The  charges  upon  which  be 
recommended  the  removal;  only  those.]  The  teamed 
counsel  then  went  on  to  urge  that  Lord  Combermere  had 
gone  beyond  the  line  of  official  duly  in  his  interviews  with 
Lord  Wilton,  and  had  adopted  these  charges  without  any 


SITTINGS— QUEEN'S  BENCH.  593 

Colonel  Dickson,  you  should  give  such  a  verdict  as  may         1863. 

set  him  right  in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  so  that  his  reinstate-       ^-^n*^^ 
1  n  I'll  1-      I         1       •    1      1  Dickson 

ment  to  the  post  from  which  he  was  displaced  might  be  «. 

likely  to  ensue.  He  told  you  that  you  were  in  that  sense  comberme^re 
a  court  of  appeal,  and  that  this  was 'the  last  opportunity  and  Others; 
afforded  to  his  client  of  obtaining  that  justice  and  redress, 
and  that  you  were  the  last  tribunal  to  which  he  could  re- 
sort. No  doubt,  all  that  was  admirably  put  before  you, 
but  it  is  my  duly  to  tell  you  that  you  are  not  sitting  here 
as  a  court  of  appeal  from  the  decision  by  which  he  was  dis- 
placed ;  and,  whatever  may  be  your  opinion  as  to  the  course 
pursued  by  the  higher  authorities  towards  Colonel  Dick- 
son, you  cannot,  unless  you  are  satisfied  that  the  present 
defendants,  or  either  of  them,  have  made  themselves  liable, 
on  the  grounds  of  complaint  on  which  this  action  is  founded, 
— you  cannot  do  for  Colonel  Dickson  that  which  it  is  sug- 
gested you  may  do,  at  the  expense  of  the  character  of  these 
defendants.  We  are  not  sitting  here  as  a  court  of  appeal ; 
and  if  you  should  even  think  that  General  Peel,  in  recom- 
mending to  the  Sovereign  to  displace  Colonel  Dickson, 
acted  harshly  or  wrongfully,  you  cannot  on  that  account 
set  Colonel  Dickson  right  by  returning  a  verdict  in  his 
favour.  The  question  you  have  to  determine  is,  whether, 
in  the  initiation  of  these  proceedings,  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  have  been  guilty  of  any  of  the  matters  now 
charged  against  them.  And  it  is  the  more  important  that 
you  should  bear  that  in  mind,  because  the  learned  counsel 
who  has  conducted  this  case  fur  the  plaintiff,  not  only 
with  an  eloquence  and  ability  worthy  of  his  name,  but  also 
with  great  tact  and  management,  has  put  before  you  pro- 
minently the  wrongs  which  Colonel  Dickson  is  supposed 
to  have  suffered,  in  being  displaced,  as  if  they  were  the 
matters  on  which  you  had  to  decide;  but,  as  I  have  said, 
that  is  not  so.  This  question  is,  whether  Lord  Wilton  or 
Lord  Combermere,  in  bringing  these  matters  before  the 
Secretary  of  State,  were  guilty  of  the  grievances,  or  either  of 

s  r2 
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iscn.        them,  alleged  in  this  declaration;  and  we  must  not  for- 
get, that  if  on  the  one  hand  it  is  important  to  Colonel 
Dickson  to  set  himself  right  with  the  world,  and  endea- 
CoMBEKMCRE  ^^^^   ^   obtain   reinstatement;  on   the  other   hand,   the 
and  Others.     igg„g  involved  highly  affects  the  honour  and  character  of 
both  the  defendants;  for  to  say  of  two  men  that  they  have 
conspired  to  injure  another  by  means  of  false  and  un- 
founded accusation  is  one  of  the  gravest  charges  which 
could  pijssibly  be  preferred;  and  therefore  I  am  anxious  that 
you  should  clearly  understand  what  it  is  you  have  to  decide 
upon,  and  how  important  it  is,  with  a  view  to  the  proper  ad- 
ministration of  justice,  that  the  true  nature  of  the  issue 
sliould  not  be  lost  sight  of. 

Now,  the  plaintiff  charges,  in  the  first  count,  that  the 
two  defendants  now  on  the  record — Lord  Combermere  and 
Lord  Wilton — (leaving  General  Peel  out  of  the  question, 
as  having   been  dismissed  from   the  suit) — ''falsely  and 
maliciously  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and  agree 
together  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  continuing  in  the 
service  of  her  Majesty  in  the  above  capacity ;  and  in  pa^ 
suance  of  such  conspiracy  and  confederacy,  and  in  order 
to  carry  the  same  to  fulfilment,  and  to  injure  the  plaintiff, 
falsely  and  maliciously  caused  it  to  be  represented  to  the 
Queen    that   certain  charges   and  complaints  of  alleged 
misconduct  of  the  plaintiff,  which  the  Earl  of  Wilton,  as 
Colonel  of  the  regiment,  had  made  against  the  plaintiff,  were 
true  and  just  and  well-founded  charge<»,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  allowed  to  continue 
Lieutenant-Colonel  of  the  regiment ;  and  by  reason  of  the 
premises  her  Majesty  was  induced  to  and  did  refuse  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  continue  any  longer  Lieutenant-Colonel  of 
the  regiment,  and  removed  him  from  his  office.''  Now,  upoa 
that  count  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  you  should  be  of  opinion    that   these  two 
defendants  did  enter  into  that  conspiracy,  and  did  displace 
the  plaintiff  by  means  of  charges  which  they  did  not  be- 
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lieve  to  be  true,  and  upon  that  count  both  the  defendants        ^863. 
must  be  convicted,  or  neither  of  them,  because  it  is  a  charge      dickson 
of  conspiracy,  which  necessarily,  of  course,  involves  the  ''• 

combination  of  two  persons.  The  second  count  is  that  the  Combermere 
defendants  ''wilfully,  maliciously  and  without  any  reason- 
able or  probable  cause,  and  by  means  of  divers  false  and 
malicious  charges,  complaints  and  accusations  by  them 
made  against  the  plaintiff  touching  his  conduct  as  Lieute- 
nant-Colonel, and  by  falsely  and  maliciously  pretending 
that  certain  charges  were  by  Lord  Combermere  ascertained 
to  be  true  and  just,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  displaced 
from  his  office."  Now,  upon  this  count  you  must  be  sa- 
tisfied that  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them  (for,  upon  this 
count,  either  may  be  convicted  without  the  other),  made 
charges  which  they  did  not  believe  to  be  true,  and  ma- 
liciously, and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause, 
and  thereby  displaced  the  plaintiff.  Whether  he  was  pro- 
perly or  improperly  displaced,  when  the  matter  had  been 
brought  before  the  Secretary  of  State,  is  not  now  the  ques- 
tion, except  in  this  view — that  it  may  materially  assist  you 
in  considering  how  far  these  charges  (a)  were  destitute  of 
reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and  how  far  they  were  ma- 
liciously preferred,  when  you  find,  from  the  evidence  of  the 
distinguished  General  and  Statesman  who  eventually  recom- 
mended the  dismissal  of  Colonel  Dickson,  that  he,  in  his 
military  experience  and  in  his  official  capacity,  felt  himself 
bound  to  act  as  he  did  upon  the  admitted  facts. 

When  the  regiment  was  disembodied,  embarrassments 

(/i)  That  is,  as  the  context  shows ;  be  admitted,  there  was  reasonable 

those  on  which   the   plaintiff  was  ground  for  making  them ;  he  was 

ditmisaed,  whatever  they  were ;  and  here  assuming  that  the  dismissal 

it  was  one  of  the  questions  for  the  went  partly  upon  the  charges  dis- 

jury  what  they  were,  whether  the  puted,   and  not   admitted    to  be 

admitted  or  the  disputed  charges,  founded  in  fact;   as  to  which  he 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  probably  in   effect   directed   the  jury  that 

did    not   mean,    merely,   that    if  there  was  probable  cause,  assuming 

the    dismissal    proceeded  on    the  the  facts  to  have  appeared  to  the 

charges  taken  by  General  Peel  to  defendants  as  stated. 
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18g:s.         arose.     Among  tlie  other  sources  from  which  money  was 
^^'^^''^      thought  to  bo  likely  to  come  was  a  certain  balance  which  had 
V.  remained  in  the  bands  of  Cdptain  Dixon,  who  had  been  one 

CoMBERMERE  of  thc  **  mcss  president*!,'*  uud  whom  Colonel  Dickson  de- 
and  Others  ^j^.^^  should  account  to  him.  Captain  Dixon  declined  to 
satisfy  his  requisitions,  and  Colonel  Dickson  then  made  an 
appeal  to  Lord  Wilton  against  him  as  defaulter,  in  not 
having  handed  in  his  accounts  and  paid  over  the  balance. 
Colonel  Dickson  demanded  that  Captain  Dixon  should  be 
ordered  by  the  authority  of  the  Colonel  to  account  before 
himself  and  the  Paymaster;  but  Captain  Dixon,  who  looked 
upon  Colonel  Dickson  in  the  light  of  an  accuser,  declined  to 
submit  himself  to  his  arbitrament,  nor  was  there  anything 
unreasonable  in  his  refusal ;  and  he  demanded  that  there 
should  be  appointed  a  Regimental  Board,  consisting  of  the 
three  senior  officers  under  the  Lieutenant-Colonel,  and  to 
whom  he  would  render  his  accounts,  and  pay  over  the 
balance.  That  was  quite  a  reasonable  demand,  and,  in 
acceding  to  it,  Ijord  Wilton  acted  in  a  manner  quite  con- 
sistent with  sound  judgment  and  propriety.  Accordingly, 
Lord  Wilton,  as  Colonel,  directed  that  this  Regimental 
Board  should  be  assembled,  constituted  of  the  three  senior 
officers,  and  that  determination  was  made  known  to  Colonel 
Dickson,  and  he  had  the  opportunity  of  objecting  to  the 
appointment  or  formation  of  the  Board.  So  far  from  it,  he 
acquiesced  in  it,  and  showed  his  acquiescence  by  pointiDg 
out  in  a  letter  to  the  Adjutant  who  were  the  three  senior 
officers  of  whom  the  Board  should  be  composed,  and  ac- 
cordingly the  Board  was  so  constituted.  Let  us  pause  here 
for  a  moment,  and,  as  the  constitution  of  the  Board  has 
been  a  prominent  matter  of  complaint  on  the  part  of 
Colonel  Dickson,  on  the  ground  that  the  three  officers  ap- 
pointed were  the  three  next  under  him,  and  who  had  an 
interest  in  displacing  him,  let  us  see  what  foundation  there 
was  for  this  complaint.  If  the  object  for  which  the  Board 
was  constituted  had  been  to  entertain  charges  against  the 


and  Others. 
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Lieutenant-Colonel  there  might  be  some  reason  for  the         1863. 

complaint;  but  it  is  as:reed  on  all  hands  that  at  the  time       .. 

•  '  ^  ...  Dickson 

Lord  Wilton  appointed  the  Board  he  appointed  it  simply  v. 

-        ,  ^  .  .       .  ,  .  ,  Viscount 

for  the  purpose  of  mvestigatmg  the  regmientai  accounts,  Combermekk 

and  that  he  did  it  without  the  most  remote  notion  that  any 
report  of  the  Board  would  implicate  Colonel  Dickson.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  clear  that  if  it  was  intended  to  sit  in 
judgment  upon  any  one  it  was  Captain  Dixon,  and  not 
Colonel  Dickson.  However,  having  been  appointed  to  in- 
vestigate the  regimental  accounts,  they  made  a  report  in 
which,  in  substance,  they  exonerated  Captain  Dixon,  and 
made  complaints  of  the  conduct  of  Colonel  Dickson  with 
regard  to  the  funds  and  accounts  of  the  regiment.  Now, 
here  the  question  arises — it  being  plain  that  up  to  that 
moment  Lord  Wilton  had  done  nothing  which  could  in 
the  slightest  degree  cause  blame  to  be  attached  to  him — 
and  it  is  the  question  for  your  determination,  what 
was  Lord  Wilton,  upon  that  report,  to  do?  It  is  clear 
that  up  to  this  time  Lord  Wilton  had  entertained  none 
but  the  most  friendly  feelings  towards  Colonel  Dick- 
son. It  has  not  been  suggested,  much  less  proved,  that  it 
was  otherwise,  or  that  up  to  that  time  Lord  Wilton  had 
the  slightest  reason  to  entertain  any  other  than  friendly 
feelings  towards  Colonel  Dickson.  It  was,  indeed,  only  a 
few  months  previously  that  he  had,  on  the  recommendation 
of  Colonel  North,  appointed  him  his  Lieutenant-Colonel. 
And  nothing  had  occurred  in  the  interval  in  the  least 
degree  to  interfere  with  the  friendly  relation  in  which  they 
stood  towards  each  other.  Still  less,  as  regarded  Lord 
Combermere,  could  there  be  any  feeling  against  Colonel 
Dickson,  for  they  had  no  personal  acquaintance;  and,  in 
considering  how  far  Lord  Wilton  acted  maliciously  and  dis- 
honestly, it  was  material  to  bear  this  in  mind.  Well,  this 
report  was  sent  in  by  the  Regimental  Board  to  Lord  Wil« 
ton,  and  it  is  so  important  for  your  decision  that  I  call 
your  attention  to  it  in  order  to  decide  whether  I^rd  Wilton 
did  wrong  in  sending  it  to  Lord  Combermere. 
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18G3.  That  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  Lord  Comber- 

Die  H  N       '"^"^^  made  these  charges  maliciously  (a),  or  entered  into  a 

f-  conspiracy,  by  fair  means  or  foul,  to  procure  the  dismissal  of 

Viscount       ^   ,        ,  tx-   i  oi        i     •  i  i  •  i 

CoMBERMEKE  CoIonel  DicKson.  Surely  it  would  require  some  very  clear 
and  Others.  pj-Q^f  ^f  j^  ^^  satisfy  you  that  such  a  man  would  enter  into  so 
foul  a  conspiracy  (A)  to  get  rid  of  an  officer  by  trumping  up 
false  charges  against  him.  I  should  be  surprised,  indeed, 
if  there  were  any  foundation  for  the  charge,  that  Ck>lonel 
North  was  not  made  a  co-defendant;  for  I  perfectly  agree, 
thus  far,  with  Colonel  Dickson — that  if  there  were  a  con- 
spiracy at  all,  Colonel  North  was  a  conspirator  (c);  be- 
cause he  was  privy  to  and  advised  the  course  which  was 
taken,  and  went  with  Lord  Combermere  and  Lord  Wilton 
to  the  Horse  Guards  to  inquire  what  was  the  proper  course 
to  be  pursued  with  a  view  to  an  inquiry.  But  it  is  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  Colonel  North  acted  not 
only  bona  fide  but  with  friendly  feelings  towards  him. 

Now,  the  question  is,  what  it  was  incumbent  upon  Lord 
Wilton  to  do  upon  these  statements  and  counter-state- 
ments ?  You  are  asked  to  say  that  he  acted  maliciously 
and  dishonestly.  He  took  the  advice  of  Colonel  North, 
an  honourable  man,  whose  motives  cannot  be  questioned, 
and  his  advice  was  to  bring  the  matter  before  the  superior 
authorities.  In  the  meantime  Colonel  Dickson  wrote  a  long 
letter  to  Lord  Wilton,  which  the  latter  thought  incoherent, 
and  Lord  Combermere  said  he  could  ''  not  make  head  or 
tail  of  it."  What  was  Lord  Wilton  to  do?  He  had  not 
himself  originated  these  charges.  Put  yourselves  in  bis 
position.     Even  suppose  that  you  could  consider  Colonel 

(a)  That  is,  the  original  charges  record,  whether   its  absence  was 

as  contained  in  the  Report  of  the  requisite,  and  if  so,  the  first  count 

Regimental  Board.  would  be   bad.    Taking  it  as  it 

(6)  This,  as  the  context  shows,  stood,  the  conspiracy,  in  substance, 

is  all  upon  the  count  for  conspi-  resolved  itself  into  the  question  of 

racy,  which  did  not  allege  want  of  malice  or  improper  motive, 
reasonable  cause,  so  that,  as  to  this  (c)  No  doubt  he  was  meant  to 

count,  no  direction  would  be  re-  be  included  in  the  <' other  persons" 

(]uired  as  to  reasonable  cause ;  and  mentioned  in  the  first  count, 
the  question  would  arise  on   the 
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Dickson's  explanations  satisfactory,  what  course  was  it  in-         1863. 
cumbent  upon  Lord  Wilton  to  pursue  (a)?     The  final  deci-       ^^T^^^ 
sion  did  not  rest  with  him.    He  was  himself  subordinate  to  «. 

higher  authorities,  who,  after  all,  would  have  ultimately  to  combermere 
determine  whether  Colonel  Dickson's  conduct  had  been  ®"*^  Others, 
proper  or  not  so;  and  if  the  report  of  the  Regimental 
Board  had  not  been  acted  upon,  and  had  afterwards  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  higher  authorities,  what  would 
they  have  said?  Well,  after  reading  Colonel  Dickson's 
letters  and  explanations,  he  came,  with  Colonel  North's 
advice,  to  the  conclusion  that  they  were  not  satisfactory, 
and  that  he  should  not  discharge  himself  of  his  proper 
responsibility  unless  he  submitted  the  case  to  superior  au- 
thority. The  question  is,  whether  he  sent  to  Lord  Com- 
bermeie  charges  which  in  his  heart  he  believed  to  be  false 
and  uufounded.  If  you  are  satisfied  of  that,  your  verdict 
must  be  against  him.  But  it  is  not  suggested  that  he  had 
at  the  time  the  slightest  reason  to  entertain  any  unkind  feel- 
ings towards  Colonel  Dickson.  It  was  not  until  after  he 
sent  the  charges  in  that  he  was  sued  for  the  regimental 
debts.  He  then,  naturally  enough,  complained  to  Lord 
Combermere,  who  was  as  naturally  indignant  at  it,  and 
spoke  warmly  to  Colonel  Dickson  about  it,  and  urged  him 
to  retire.  Colonel  Dickson,  however,  refuses  to  do  so, 
and  insists  upon  an  inquiry  and  demands  justice,  upon 
which  Lord  Combermere  tells  him  that  he  shall  have 
justice,  and  ultimately  sends  in  the  charges  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  State. 

Now,  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether,  in  all  this,  the  Earl 
of  Wilton  and  the  Viscount  Combermere  acted  honestly 
and  fairly,  or  from  any  bad  motive,  or  for  any  bad  purpose 
or  design  ? 

This  leads  to  the  letter  of  Lord  Wilton  to  Lord  Comber- 

(a)  This  was  not  upon  the  ques-  mitted  facts  but  on  the  unfounded 

tion    of    reasonable    cause  ;     but  charges,  the  other  two  defendants 

whether,  assuming  that  the  Sccre-  acted  honestly  or  dishonestly,  that 

tary  of  State  acted  not  on  the  ad-  is,  maliciously,  in  making  them. 
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1803.         mere,  which  was  sent  to  General  Peel,  and  to  which  it  is 
j"*'^"^'^      necessary  to  call  attention,  as  the  charged  now  assume  a 
V.  somewhat  new  Torm.     In  the  first  place,  it  appears  that  he 

CoMDKRMERE  ^oes  not  framc  the  charges  himself,  but  that  they  were 
and  Others,  framed  by  the  Adjutant  on  the  report  of  the  Regimental 
Board,  and  on  the  statements  of  officers  in  the  regi- 
ment. Now,  if  he  had  perverted  the  facts,  or  wilfully 
misstated  them,  or  enlarged  them  beyond  what  he  was 
fairly  bound  to  state,  or  entered  into  any  design  with  the 
Adjutant  to  state  charges  which  he  did  not  believe  to  be 
well  founded,  Lord  Wilton  would  be  liable;  but,  if  not, 
then,  when  once  he  had  brought  the  charges  before  Lord 
Combermere,  and  he  before  General  Peel,  their  responsibi- 
lity ended  {a).  And,  even  though  you  should  think  Ck>lonel 
Dickson  harshly  used.  Lord  Wilton  is  not  responsible  for 
that,  unless  he  brought  it  about  by  false  and  unfounded 
charges.  If  you  bring  a  case  before  a  Criminal  Ck)urt  on  a 
prosecution  you  are  justified,  even  although  the  party 
accused  is  innocent,  unless  you  acted  maliciously,  and 
without  reasonable  or  probable  cause ;  for  you  have  only 
done  your  duty  in  an  honest  belief  of  his  guilt.  And  so, 
if  Lord  Wilton  acted  honestly  in  bringing  forward  tliese 
charges,  he  is  not  responsible  for  what  ensued  (£).  Now, 
let  us  see  what  the  charges  were  which  were  sent  in,  and 
what  were  Colonel  Dickson's  answers. 

Now,  this  report,  affecting  Colonel  Dickson  with  irre- 
gularities, to  say  the  least  of  it,  which,  according  to  the 
evidence  of  the  military  authorities,  were  inconsistent  with 
the  discipline  and  good  order  of  the  regiment,  was  pre- 

(a)  That  is,  in  effect,  that  if  the  and    the     Lord    Cbibt  Justice 

charges  taken  as  not  founded  in  is  here  speaking  expressly  of  the 

fact  were  sent  in  by  the  Earl  really  charges  which  it  was  not  contended 

on  information  furnished  to  him,  as  were  founded  in  fact.     It  is  dear 

he  stated,  then  there  was  reasonable  from  the  context,  that  it  is  those 

ground  for  preferring  them.  sent  in  by  Lord  Wilton  which  are 

(6)  A  distinct  direction,  by  im-  now  spoken  of.  That  is,  a//  the 
plication,  that  there  was  reasonable  charges,  true  or  untrue,  well  or  ill- 
cause  for  preferring  the  charges ;  founded  in  facL 


and  Others. 
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senied  to  Lord  Wilton  by  tlie  Board  which  had  been  ap-        ^863. 

pointed  to  inquire  into  the  accounts  and  pecuniary  affairs      d,ckson 

of  the  regiment.    What  upon  that  was  Lord  Wilton  to  do?  »• 

*^  .  '  Viscount 

That  is  the  question  you  must  ask  yourselves,  and  answer.  Combermere 

What  would  you  yourselves  have  done  if  you  had  been  in 
his  position?  If  there  was  any  one  to  whom  you  could 
with  safety  and  propriety  apply  for  advice  you  would  pro- 
bably do  so ;  and  it  so  happened  that  there  was  an  officer 
in  whom  Lord  Wilton  placed,  deservedly,  great  confi- 
dence, and  who  had  himself  commanded  the  regiment  for 
twenty  years,  and  was  acquainted  with  all  its  affairs.  I 
mean  Colonel  North,  whose  advice  Lord  Wilton  took. 
Lord  Wilton  acted  under  his  advice  all  along,  and  at  the 
outset  did  what  was  quite  proper,  and  sent  Colonel  Dick- 
son a  copy  of  the  report,  inviting  his  explanations  upon  it, 
and  Colonel  Dickson  sent  those  explanations,  which  were 
all  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  Perhaps,  as  to  the  first 
charge,  his  answer  may  be  considered  sufficient,  though  I 
think  the  observation,  to  be  made  further  on,  upon  the 
more  serious  charge  of  never  having  had  the  accounts 
settled,  would  also  apply  to  this  charge ;  and  if  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel is  responsible  for  keeping  the  affairs  of  the 
regiment  in  proper  order  the  answer  would  hardly  suffice. 
Then,  as  to  the  second  charge,  as  to  the  entertainments ; 
no  doubt  they  were  usual  and  proper,  but  the  question  was 
not  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  entertainments ;  it  was  as  to 
the  propriety  of  paying  for  them  out  of  the  mess  funds 
before  the  kit  was  paid  for,  which  had  then  been  ordered. 
It  is  one  thing  to  be  hospitable  and  liberal  at  one's  own 
expense ;  it  is  quite  another  thing  to  be  so  at  the  sacrifice 
of  the  just  claims  of  others.  And  it  was  certainly  a  very 
serious  question — as  to  the  application,  to  these  entertain- 
ments, of  the  mess  fund,  which  we  cannot  now  doubt  was 
primarily  liable  to  discharge  the  debts  for  the  mess  kit. 
It  is  not  material  that  other  officers  concurred  in  it,  for  the 
question  was,  whether  it  was  not  the  province  of  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel commanding  the  regiment  to  keep  these 


Dickson 
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1863.        matters  under  his  power  and  control,  and  to  take  care  that 

there  was  no  departure  from  what  was  right  and  proper.    IF 

V.  they  had  had  plenty  of  money,  and  no  other  demand  upon 

CoMBERMERE  '^9  ^^^^  ^^py  might  have  done  with  it  as  they  pleased ;  but 

and  Others.    |^  ^j^  ^^^  g^^  ^^^  therefore,  with  every  possible  allowance 

for  Colonel  Dickson,  the  question  is,  whether  his  answer 

was  sufficient  to  this  charge.    And  I  think  it  can  hardly  be 

deemed  to  have  been  so. 

Then,  as  to  the  next  charge,  as  to  the  orders  given. 
Colonel  Dickson  seems  to  have  put  his  defence  on  the 
ground  that  Lord  Wilton  assented  to  some  orders;  that 
he  was  not  more  liable  for  the  orders  than  any  other 
officers,  Colonel  North  included.  But,  as  to  the  other 
officers,  it  was  the  business  of  the  Lieutenant-Colonel, 
who  was  responsible  to  the  Government,  to  exercise  proper 
control  over  them,  and  see  that  the  Queen's  Regulations 
were  carried  out.  Colonel  Dickson  says  that  during  part 
of  the  period  Colonel  North  was  Colonel,  but  then  he 
himself  was  in  actual  personal  command.  It  is  the  "  com- 
manding officer,"  the  senior  officer,  actually  present,  who 
is  responsible  for  the  regiment,  and  who  on  that  account 
receives  what  is  called  "  command  pay."  And  then  arises 
this  observation,  that  it  was  not  a  question  as  between 
Colonel  Dickson  and  the  other  officers  how  far  they  were 
morally  responsible,  but  it  was  a  question  between  him  and 
the  superior  authorities,  to  whom  he,  and  he  alone,  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  ^*  interior  economy  of  the  regiment;**  and 
it  was  he  who  was  bound  to  see  that  it  was  not  involved 
in  liabilities  which  would  bring  it  into  scandal  and  dis- 
credit. To  this  charge,  therefore,  his  answer  was  scarcely 
satisfactory. 

Then,  as  to  the  fifth  charge,  which  is  the  most  important 
one,  because  on  this  it  was  mainly  that  General  Peel  re- 
commended his  dismissal — the  neglect  to  hold  mess  meet- 
ings. It  appears  plainly,  from  the  Regulations  and  the 
opinions  of  military  men,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel to  see  that  these  mess  meeting  are  held 
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and  that  the  accounts  are  duly  audited,  and  it  was  ad-        1863. 
mi  tied  that  only   one  mess  meeting  had   been   held,  at 
which  no  business  was  done.     Now,  this  presented  a  very  v. 

serious  question — whether,  in  not  having  caused  such  Combermerb 
meetings  to  be  held,  the  Lieutenant-Colonel  was  not  guilty  *"^  Otherg. 
of  a  great  dereliction  of  duty  as  commanding  officer.  His 
answer  was,  that  when  the  regiment  first  assembled  the 
agents  were  just  appointed,  and  that  when  it  was  disem- 
bodied the  Paymaster  was  ill.  But  the  mess  committee 
was  established  in  October,  1855,  and  the  regiment  was  not 
disembodied  until  May,  1856,  and  during  that  time  he 
made  no  attempt  to  hold  a  mess  meeting,  though  during 
that  period  the  regiment  was  in  debt,  and  it  was  to  the 
last  degree  necessary  that  its  affairs  should  be  carefully 
looked  to,  and  its  funds  be  made  to  the  utmost  possible 
extent  available  for  the  reduction  of  its  debts;  and  the 
more  so  on  account  of  the  very  difficulties  which  Colonel 
Dickson  himself  stated  as  to  the  change  of  mess  presidents, 
the  wine  fund,  &c.  Above  all,  on  account  of  the  arrears 
of  the  wine  fund ;  for  we  have,  on  his  own  statement,  the 
startling  fact,  which  it  is  difficult  to  explain  satisfactorily, 
that  though,  as  we  are  told  by  military  authorities,  the  wine 
merchants'  accounts  ought  to  be  defrayed  almost  concur- 
rently with  the  consumption  of  the  wine,  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  those  who  preside  over  the  "  mess,"  and  who  have  the 
collection  of  the  payments  for  wine,  to  insist  upon  these 
payments  being  made  when  the  wine  is  drunk,  and  then  to 
pay  over  the  money  to  the  wine  merchants — we  have  the 
startling  fact  that,  when  the  regiment  was  disembodied, 
between  300/.  and  400/  was  due  to  the  wine  merchants ! 
How  was  that  to  be  explained  ?  Either  from  the  affairs 
of  the  regiment  as  to  the  mess  and  wine  fund  having  got 
into  utter  confusion,  or  from  an  application  of  the  wine 
fund  to  other  purposes.  The  answer  of  Colonel  Dickson 
only  shows  the  condition  into  which  the  affiiirs  of  the  re- 
giment had  fallen.  How  was  it  that  the  wine  merchants' 
accounts  had  not  been  settled  ?     The  money  must  have 


604  CASES  AT  THE 


1863.        been  lost,  or  wasted,  or  applied  to  other  purposes.     Who 

^"^      was  to  blame  for  all  that  ?     If  others  were  to  blame,  did 
Dickson 

V.  that  exonerate  the  Lieutenant-Colonel  from  the  responsibi- 

CoMBERMERE  ^^^y  ^vhichy  according  to  the  Regulations,  rested  upon  him, 

and  Others.     ^  ^j^j^g  proper  care  that  the  affairs  of  the  regiment  were 

conducted  with  regularity,  and  that  its  funds  were  properly 

collected  and  applied  ? 

But  as  to  all  these  matters,  the  question  is  not  whether 
these  charges  were  true,  but  whether  Lord  Wilton  acted 
maliciously  in  sending  them  to  Lord  Combermere,  and 
Lord  Comberniere  in  sending  them  to  General  Peel.   Now, 
Lord  Wilton  had,  and  appended  to  his  letter,  the  state- 
ments of  several  officers  in  support  of  these  charges,  and 
the  sole   question  is  whether,   although  the  last  charge 
adverted  to  was  ultimately  abandoned,  they  acted  mali- 
ciously ill  thus  submitting  them  to  superior  authority.     So 
as  to  the  additional  charge,  as  to  the  sergeants*  mess.  Lord 
Wilton  had  the  statements  of  one  or  two  of  the  sergeants 
upon  which  he  sent  in  the  charge.     Colonel  Dickson  sent 
explanations   which    he   thought  satisfactory.      But  the 
question    is    whether,    when    officers    have   made    such 
charges,  it  is  not  the  duty    of  the    commander  to  send 
them  for  investigation,  and  whether  you  can  say  that  his 
doing  so  was  a  malicious  act    Upon  that  you  must  make  up 
your  mind,  remembering  that  Lord  Wilton  did  not  initiate 
these  proceedings;  but  having  these  charges  before  him,  and 
not  deeming  Colonel  Dickson^s  explanations  satisfactory, 
he  submitted  them  to  the  superior  authorities  for  inquiry. 
Then,  as  to  Lord  Combermere,  are  you  satisfied  that  he 
was  actuated  by  any  unworthy  feelings  or  motives,  or  that 
he  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to  drive  out  Colonel  Dickson 
by  false  charges  ?     And,  further,  were  these  charges  the 
cause  of  his  removal  ?  General  Peel  tells  us  that  he  acted 
upon  the  facts  admitted  by  Colonel  Dickson  himself,  show- 
ing, in  his  opinion,  that  he  had  not  given  the  proper  atten- 
tion to  the  interior  economy  of  the  regiment,  although  he 
afterwards  assented  to  an  inquiry  at  the  desire  of  Colonel 
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Diokson,  and  in  order,  if  possible,  to  clear  bim.    A  good        1863. 

deal  has  been  said  as  to  tbe  conduct  of  the  Board  of  In-      ""^^^^^ 
,        .     ,  ,.      .       ,  ,       -  ^  ,  Dickson 

quiry,  but  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  an  officer  who  v. 

accepted  his  commission  subject  to  military  authority  to  comberm'ere 
complain  of  an  inquiry  he  has  himself  asked  for,  and  which  *"^  Others, 
he  knew  would  be  conducted  according  to  military  usage; 
but,  in  real  truth,  all  this  is  of  no  importance  in  the  case, 
for  the  reason  that  General  Peel  has  told  us  he  acted,  not 
upon  the  report  of  the  Board,  but  upon  his  own  judgment 
on  the  admitted  facts,  assisted  by  those  officers  whose 
business  it  was  to  advise  him.  And  it  is  but  fair  to  the 
members  of  that  Court  of  Inquiry  to  say  that,  after  all,  it 
turns  out  that  the  matters  of  which  Colonel  Dickson  com- 
plained were  of  little  real  importance  (a).  General  Peel, 
however,  acted,  it  appears,  upon  his  own  judgment  on 
admitted  facts,  with  the  concurrence  and  advice  of  high 
military  authorities,  who  thought  that  (setting  aside  the 
charges  affecting  the  plaintiff's  personal  character)  there 
was  no  alternative  but  to  remove  the  plaintiff.  And  you 
are  asked  to  say,  in  the  face  of  these  opinions,  that  there 
was  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  his  removal,  or 
even  for  these  charges  being  submitted  to  the  authorities. 
If  you  come  to  that  conclusion,  and,  in  addition  to  that, 
are  satisfied  that  Lord  Wilton  or  Lord  Combermere  did 
not,  in  preferring  these  charges,  believe  them  to  be  true, 
then  it  is  your  duty  to  find  for  the  plaintiff;  but  if, 
upon  the  other  hand,  you  think  that  those  facts  upon 
which  General  Peel  went,  were  as  he  declared  he  found 
them  to  be,  even  on  the  plaintiff's  own  admissions,  so 
that,  as  has  been  stated,  by  reason  of  his  neglect,  the 
affairs  of  the  regiment  had  become  so  embarrassed,  then 
I  am  bound  to  tell  you  that  there  was  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  for  preferring  those  charges.  Looking,  there- 
fore, at  the  facts  stated  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  can 
you  say  that  there  was  not  reasonable  ground  for  these 
charges  being  preferred,  and  that  the  defendants  believed 

(a)   Vide  ante,  p.  562. 
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IWZ>        tbeni   to  be   false   aod   unfouDdedy  mod   prefierred  tbem 
^^^      onlv  from  malice  ?    It  iBav  be  that  a  more  indnlcent  view, 
t,  under  all  the  circamstances,  might  hare  been  taken  of  the 

CoMfefjkVrftc  c^^.  But  with  that  we  hare  oothing  to  do.  Hie  question 
uDd  othm.  j^  whether,  when  there  were  all  these  irregularities  in  the 
regiment,  for  Hhich,  by  the  Queen's  Regulation^  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel was  responsible.  Lord  Wilton  can  be  said 
to  have  acted  without  reasonable  cause  in  submitting  the 
charges  to  the  Lord  Lieutenant,  and  whetho*,  when  they 
had  been  brought  before  the  latter,  he  did  anything  that 
was  not  his  duty  in  sending  them  on  to  the  War  Office? 
If  you  think  there  was  a  conspiracy  between  the  defend- 
ants to  drive  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  regiment  by  false 
charges,  which  they  did  not  believe  to  be  true,  or  if  they 
wilfully  preferred  such  charges,  then  find  your  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  But  if  you  think  that,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, there  being  these  irregularities,  it  was  right  to 
bring  them  before  the  superior  authorities,  then  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  there  was  not  reasonable  ground  for  these 
proceedings  ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  you  can  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  they  were  preferred  by  the  defendants  ma- 
liciously. If  you  think  that  the  charges  were  (in  the  sense 
1  have  explained  to  you)  without  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  (a),  and  were  maliciously  put  forward,  with  a  view  of 

{a)  That  is,    not    founded    on  plaintiff  to  bail,  that  was  the  rerj 

facta  as  tlicy  appeared  to  the  de-  distinction  on  which  it  has  been 

fondants,  vide  anUt  p.  604,  and  p.  submitted  in  these  notes,  that  raeh 

542,  in  Tio^jf.  In  Barber  v.  Lesiter,  an  action  is  not  maintainable  where, 

7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  181,  it  was  held,  as  in  the  present  case,  there  has 

that  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  been  a  hearings  and  an  inquiiy, 

conspiracy  maliciously  to  prosecute  whether  legally  necessary  or  not, 

the  plaintiff  could  not  be  sustained  previous  to  the  dismissal  or  other 

when  the   plaintiff  had  not  been  injury  complained  of.     Even  watv- 

nc(|uitted.    And  though  in  the  next  ing  all  other  objections  to  sadi  an 

cnnct  Stewnrd  v.  Gromeli t  ibid.  19 \,  action,   there   is  the  difficulty  m 

it  was  held,  that  the  principle  did  such   a  case,    of  connecting   the 

not  apply  when  there  had  been  no  damage,  (which  is  its  giti,)  with  the 

hearing,   and  the  proceeding  was  alleged   wrongful  act      And  this 

exptirte,  as  in  the  case  of  exhibition  applies,  ajoriiori,  in  the  case  of  a 

uf  articles  of  the  peace  to  hold  the  discretionary  power  of  dismissal  by 
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oppressing  and  injuring  Colonel  Dickson,  your  verdict 
must  be  against  both  or  either  of  the  defendants — which- 
ever of  them,  in  your  opinion,  may  have  so  acted. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


the  Crown.  For  it  would  be  in 
the  nature  of  things  impossihle  to 
show  that  the  Crown  did  not  exer- 
cise its  discretion  on  the  result  of 
the  inquiry,  whether  or  not  legally 
necessary;  and  that  the  dismissal 


Viscount 

combermerb 

and  Others. 


was  caused  by  the  supposed  con- 
spiracy. It  was  for  this  reason, 
probably,  that  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel attached  so  much  importance  to 
their  impeachment  of  the  conduct 
of  that  inquiry. 


JORDAN  V.  GIBBON. 

Declaration,  that  the  defendant  assaulted  the 
plaintiff,  and  gave  him  into  custody  of  a  police  constable, 
and  caused  him  to  be  carried  to  a  police  station,  &c. 

Pleas  :  1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  one  Clark  was  possessed  of  certain  parts  (a)  of 
a  dwelling-house  (a),  and  in  the  middle  part  of  the  night 
the  plaintiff  broke  and  entered  the  said  parts  of  the  said 
house  (a)  without  the  leave  and  against  the  will  of  the  said 
Clark,  and  made  and  continued  to  make,  for  a  long  time, 
a  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  in  the  sight  and  view 
of  the  defendant  assaulted  A.,  the  wife  of  the  said  Clark, 
therein  ;  and  also  assaulted  the  defendant  therein,  and  be- 
haved in  a  disorderly  manner,  and  greatly  disturbed  and  dis- 

(a)  Proof  that  the  plaintiff  was      although  proof  that  the  defendant 


in  possession  of  two  rooms  of  a 
house  has  been  held  sufficient  to 
satisfy  an  allegation  in  a  count  that 
the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of 
the  messuage,  in  which  allegation 
issue  had  been  taken;  Fenn  v. 
Grafton,  2  B.   N.  C.  617.     And 


was  merely  a  lodger  in  two  rooms 
was  held  afterwards  not  to  support 
a  similar  allegation  in  a  plea  of 
Monks  V.  Dyke,  4  M.  &  W.  507, 
and  would  be  matter  for  amend- 
ment ;  and  see  Edwards  ▼.  Bond, 
Vol.  II.,  p.  820,  note  (a). 


door  of  a  room  which  was  locked,  and  in  which  the  supposed  paramour 
but  it  was  found  that  he  committed  no  assault,  nor  threatened  it,  nor 
into  the  room : — Held,  that  though  there  was  a  justification  for  forcibly 
there  was  none  for  giving  him  into  custody. 


vol*.  III. 


T  T 


iftddlnex 

Sittings. 

Easter  Term. 

In  an  action 
for  assaulting 
the  plaintiff 
and  giving  him 
into  custody  of 
a  policeman, 
it  was  pleaded 
that  the  plain- 
tiff was  unlaw- 
fully in  a  house 
making  a  dis- 
turbance, and 
committed  an 
assault,  and 
that  there  was 
danger  of  a 
breach  of  the 
peace :  and  on 
the  evidence  it 
appeared  that 
the  plaintiff, 
believing  his 
wife  to  be  in 
the  house  with 
a  paramour, 
had — being  in 
the  house — 
pushed  his 
way  up  stairs 
late  at  night, 
and  declared 
his  intention 
to  remain  there, 
opposite  the 
was  concealed, 
tried    to   break 
removing  him, 

F.F. 
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1863.  quieted  the  wife  and  the  household  of  the  said  Clark,  in 
the  peaceable  and  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  aaid  parts  of  the 
house,  and  the  defendant  in  the  peaceable  enjoyment  of 
the  part  thereof  which  he  possessed ;  in  breach  of  the 
peace,  &c. 

Whereupon  the  wife  of  the  said  Clark  (who  was  then 
absent),  and  the  defendant,  at  her  request,  requested  the 
plaintiff  to  cease  such  disturbance,  which  the  plaintiff  then 
wholly  refused  to  do,  and  still  continued  in  the  said  parts 
of  the  house,  making  such  disturbance,  io  breach  of 
the  peace,  and  endangering  the  peace,  and  putting  the  tmd 
wife  in  bodily  fear  (a),  whereupon  the  defendant,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  said  disorderly  conduct  and  breach 
of  the  peace,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  so  endangering  the 
peace,  requested  the  policeman  to  take  the  plaintiff  into  his 
custody,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law  for  his  said  mis- 
conduct, and  the  policeman  did  take  the  plaintiff  into  his 
custody  to  deal  with  him  according  to  law  ;  that  is,  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  him  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  law  (ft). 

And  because  it  was  then  still  the  night,  and  there  was  then 
no  justice  before  whom  the  plaintiff  could  be  taken,  the 
policeman,  in  pursuance  of  the  defendant's  said  request,  took 
the  plaintiff  to  the  said  police-station,  there  to  detain  him  in 
custody  until  he  could  be  taken  before  such  justice  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  the  said  police-station  being  a  fit  and 
proper  place  to  be  so  used ;  and,  before  the  time  when  the 
plaintiff  could  have  been  so  taken  before  such  justice  as 
aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  having  ceased  to  be  disorderly,  was, 
with  his  own  consent,  and  at  his  request,  suffered  by  the 
said  policeman  to  go  at  large,  the  defendant,  with  the 
plaintiff's  consent,  then  ceasing  further  to  prosecute  the 
said  charge,  until  when    the  policeman  imprisoned  the 

(a)  There  was  no  evidence  of  260)  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 

any  intention  at  assault,  but  only  any  blow,  or  any  threat  of  a  Uow,  or 

of  a  mere  casual  unintentional  push  any  attempt  to  break  into  the  room, 
in  trying  to  get  up  stairs   [vide  (6)  That  is,  to  find  seenritf  to 

Onoard  v.  BaddeUy,  28  L.  J.,  Ex.  keep  the  peace. 
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plaintifTat  the  said  station  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  which 
are  the  supposed  trespasses,  &c.  (a).     Issue. 


1863. 


(a)  Supposing  there  was  an 
afiray,  or  an  immediate  danger  of  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  as  there  was  in 
the  case  where  the  plaintiff  per- 
sisted in  remaining  unlawfully  in  a 
shop  where  he  had  already  assaulted 
the  defendant,  the  person  might  de- 
liver him  to  a  constable  to  imprison 
him  until  he  should  find  surety  to 
keep  the  peace,  and  might  take  him 
before  a  magistrate  for  that  purpose. 
See  the  judgment  of  Parke,  B., 
Timothy  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  &  R. 
761,  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 
A  private  person,  however,  is  not 
justified  in  arresting,  or  giving  in 
charge  of  a  policeman  with- 
out a  warrant,  a  party  who  has 
been  engaged  even  in  an  affray, 
unless  the  affray  is  still  continuing, 
or  there  is  reasonable  ground  for 
apprehending  that  he  intends  to  re^ 
new  it;  Price  v.  SeeUy,  10  CI.  & 
Fin.  28.  To  trespass  for  assault 
and  imprisonment  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  he  was  possessed  of  a 
tavern  or  alehouse,  and  the  plaintiff 
conducted  himself  in  a  rude  and 
quarrelsome  manner  in  it,  and  as- 
saulted the  defendant  and  others, 
and  afterwards  remained  standing 
in  the  street  near  the  door  of  the 
house,  using  loud,  menacing  and 
disgusting  language  to  the  defend- 
ant and  his  family,  who  was  within 
hearing,  and  by  reason  thereof 
many  persons  congregated  about 
the  house  and  made  a  riot  and  dis- 
turbance; and  the  plaintiff  was 
causing  persons  to  congregate  in 
breach  of  the  peace,  whereupon  the 
defendant,  after  requesting  him  to 
go,  gave  him  in  charge  to  a  police 


oflUcer.     Held,  on  demurrer,  good, 
as    sufficiently    showing     matter, 
amounting  to  a  breach  of  the  peace 
by  the  plaintiff;  Web»ter  v.  Waits^ 
17L.  J.  73,  Q.  B.;  12  Jur.  343. 
The  mere  presence  in  the  house, 
however,  would  per  te  be  only  a 
trespass,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
of  an  assault  or  threat  of  an  assault, 
or  endeavour  to  break  in  a  room. 
Vide  R.  V.  Mabel,  9  C.  &  P.  474; 
In  re  Dunn,  12  A.  &  E.  599.     Of 
course  it  was  always  clear  law  that 
the  owner  of  a  house,  or  any  one.in 
aid  of  the  owner,  might  justify  turn- 
ing another  out  of  the  house  wrong- 
fully in  it  and  refusing  to  leave  upon 
request.   But  the  giving  into  charge 
would  require  something  further, 
and  an  imminent  danger  of  an  ac- 
tual, not  a  mere  constructive,  breach 
of  the  peace,  that  is,  of  an  assault 
or  violence  to  the  person,  which  of 
course  would  require  an  intention, 
indicated  by  threat,  or  by  a  precedent 
act,  with  evidence  of  present  and 
persistent  intention  to  do  violence. 
And  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere 
disturbance  will  not,  at  common 
law,  justify  in  giving  into  custody. 
Thus  where  A.  went  to  the  house  of 
B.  to  demand  a  debt,  which  B.  said 
he  could  not  pay;    angry  words 
passed,  and  B.  told  A.  to  leave  his 
house;  this  A.  refused  to  do,  unless 
he  was  paid.    Upon  this  B.  sent 
for  a  police  officer,  and  had   A. 
locked   up   in  the  watchhouse: — 
Held,  that  if  A.  was  making  a  dis- 
turbance, B.  would  have  been  jus- 
tified in   turning  him  out  of  his 
house,  but  that  he  was  not  justified 
in  imprisoning   him ;     Green  ▼• 
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610  CASES  AT  THE 

1803.  Parry f  Serjt.,  and  Montague  Williams  for  the  plaintiff. 

Karslahe  for  the  defendant 

The  plaintiff  had  separated  from  his  wife,  and  she  was 
lodging  on  the  second  floor  of  a  house ;  on  the  third  floor  of 
which  the  defendant  also  was  lodging.  Oa  the  night  in 
question,  after  twelve  o'clock,  the  plaintifl^^  who  had  been 
watching,  in  the  street  opposite  the  house,  saw  his  wife  and 
one  Boucicault  go  in.  He  knocked  at  the  door  and  she 
came  to  open  it,  and  it  appeared  that  she  must  have  let 
herself  and  Boucicault  in  by  a  latch  key,  as  the  landlady 
and  servants  had  gone  to  bed.  The  plaintiff  asked  his  wife 
if  Boucicault  was  in,  and  she  said  he  was,  on  which  he 
rushed  up  stairs  to  search  for  him.  The  landlady  aroused 
by  the  noise  came  out,  and  objected  to  the  plaintiff  dis- 
turbing her  lodgers,  and  begged  him  to  conflne  himself  to 
his  wife's  rooms.  While  they  were  having  an  altercntioo 
on  the  staircase  the  defendant  came  in  from  bis  club,  and 
the  landlady  asked  him  to  interpose  and  put  a  stop  to  the 
disturbance,  and  he  did  so,  and  desired  the  plaintiff  to  go 
into  his  wife's  rooms  or  leave  the  house.  The  plaintiff  de- 
clared he  would  not  leave  until  he  found  the  mau  he  was 
looking  for,  (that  he  might  identify  him,)  and  that  he  would 
search  the  house ;  and  while  they  were  all  talking  on  the 
staircase  he  pushed  by  them,  knocking  against  both  the  de- 
fendant and  the  landlady,  but  not  striking  any  one  nor  com- 
mitting any  wilful  assault,  and  he  and  she  went  up  to  the  third 
floor.  The  defendant  declared  he  should  not  search  his 
room,  but  the  plaintiff  went  into  his  sitting-room  and  tried 
the  door  of  the  bed-room,  which  had  two  doors,  one  enter- 

Bartram,  1  C.  &  P.  308~Tentcr-  disturbance,  gave  him  in  chaige  of 

den,  C.  J.  So  see  a  similar  plea,  that  the  constable,  &c. : — Held,  torn  bad 

the  plaintiff  had  been  making  a  dis-  turn  obsianie  veredicto^  a*  U  diduoi 

turbance,  and  that  defendant  over-  thow  either  thai  ike  htach  tf  Ue 

took  him  near  the  dwelling-house,  peace  coniinuutg,  or  ihowtmyeerUm 

whereupon  the  defendant,  in  order  facts  from  which  the  renewal  of  the 


to  preserve  the  peace,  and  prevent      breach    wom    to    be 

the  plaintiff  from  continuing  the      Bayne$  v.  Brewtter^  6  Jur.  302- 
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ing  from  the  sitting-room  and  the  other  from  the  staircase,  1863. 
and  both  were  found  fastened  on  the  inside,  and  it  appeared 
that  Boucicault  in  the  course  of  the  altercation  had  locked 
himself  in  there.  The  plaintiff  did  not  do  more  than  try 
to  open  the  doors,  and  did  not  actually  attempt  to  force 
the  inner  door  while  he  stood  waiting.  The  landlady  de- 
sired him  to  leave  the  place.  This  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
do,  and  declared  he  would  wait  on  the  landing  all  night. 
But  he  at  no  time  threatened  to  break  open  the  door  or  to 
strike  Boucicault  when  he  came  out.  The  defendant  then, 
at  the  request  of  the  landlady,  sent  for  a  policeman,  and 
desired  him  to  remove  the  plaintiff.  This  the  policeman 
refused  to  do  because  his  wife  was  in  the  house;  and  he 
desired  that  some  one  should  make  a  distinct  charge.  This 
the  defendant  said  he  would  do  (a)  if  the  plaintiff  was  taken 
to  the  station,  and  it  was  taken  that  he  then  g^ve  the  plain- 
tiff into  custody.  The  policeman  thereupon  said  he  must 
go,  and  they  all  three  accordingly  went ;  and  the  defendant 
stated  the  facts  to  the  inspector,  and  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  making  a  disturbance.  The  police  inspector  refused 
to  take  the  charge  and  the  plaintiff  was  dismissed ;  it 
having  transpired,  in  the  mean  time,  that  Boucicault  had 
left  the  house. 

The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  to  show  that  he  had  good 
reason  to  suspect  his  wife  of  adultery  with  Boucicault 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  denied  all  knowledge 
either  of  her  or  of  Boucicault. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  plaintiff,  no  doubt, 
had  good  reason  to  suspect  his  wife  of  adultery  with  Bou- 
cicault, and  to  believe  that  be  was  in  the  house.  But  that 
gave  him  no  right  to  be  in  the  house,  at  all  events,  any- 
where but  in  his  wife's  rooms  (ft)  against  her  will.    The 

(a)  At  common  law  a  constable      the  peace  still  continuing, 
may  and  ought  to  take  a  person  (6)   Vide  ante,  pp.  600,  610,  in 

into  custody  to  prevent  a  breach  of     notis. 
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circumstances  miglit  excuse  him,  so  as  to  mitigate  damages 
in  an  action  of  trespass  by  her  against  him,  but  would  afford 
no  justification.  The  same  law  holds  in  the  present  case 
in  which  he  is  seeking  to  recover  damages  for  being  ex- 
pelled, by  her  orders.  She  might,  after  requesting  him  to 
withdraw,  have  removed  him  by  force  with  the  assistance 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  might  have  removed 
him  by  her  desire.  The  policeman  misunderstood  his 
duty,  and  was  bound  to  remove  him  by  force  when  desired 
so  to  do.  The  presence  of  the  plaintiff's  wife  made  no 
difference  (a),  for  he  was  not  in  her  room,  where  he  was, 


(ci)  It  would  make  no  difference 
as  to  the  owner  of  the  bouse,  that 
the  plaintiff^s  wife  was  wrongfully 
there,  as  to  his  right  to  be  even  in 
her  rooms  against  her  will  so  as  to 
create  a  disturbance.  For  though 
a  husband  may  to  some  extent  re- 
strain his  wife's  liberty,  so  as  to 
confine  her  within  his  own  house, 
to  prevent  her  leaving  for  purposes 
of  vice,  he  cannot,  when  she  has 
(especially  with  his  consent)  left 
his  house  and  is  residing  in 
another,  justify  attempting  to  re- 
take her,  or  recover  his  custody 
of  her  by  force.  His  remedy  to 
enforce  her  return  to  his  residence 
is  a  suit  in  the  Matrimonial  Court. 
His  remedy,  if  any,  to  recover  her 
custody,  is  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
which  will  not  be  issued  unless  she 
is  forcibly  detained  by  some  one 
else ;  and,  as  she  is  an  adult,  the 
Court  will  not  against  her  will 
restoreher  to  her  husband's  custody. 
The  wife  may  even  obtain  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  against  the  husband. 
Thus,  where  it  appeared  from  the 
return  made  by  the  husband,  to  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  that  the 
restraint  on  the  wife's  person  arose 
from  her  own  breach  of  duty ;  and 


that  the  object  and  dedared  piir> 
pose  of  the  wife  was  to  escape  from 
her  husband  and  to  live  apart  from 
him,  as  she  had  previously  done  fat 
four  years,  this  Court  will  restore 
her  to  her  husband,  though  there  is 
no  reason,  from  her  past  conduct, 
to  apprehend  that  she  will  avafl 
herself  of  her  absence  from  his 
control,  to  injure  either  his  honour 
or  his  property.  In  re  Cocknan, 
8  Dowl.  P.  C.  630;  4  Jur.  634— 
B.  C. 

The  husband  has,  by  the  com- 
mon law  of  England,  a  right  to  the 
custody  and  control  of  his  wife; 
she  is  under  his  guardianship,  and 
he  is  entitled  to  prevent  her  from 
indiscriminate  intercourse  with  the 
world  by  enforcing  cohabitatioQ 
and  a  common  residence ;  therefore 
when  a  wife  appears  at  masked 
balls,  unprotected  by  the  presence, 
and  without  the  permission  of  her 
husband,  he  has  a  right  to  restrain 
her  from  the  power  to  frequent 
such  places,     lb. 

A  husband,  in  order  to  prevent 
his  wife  eloping,  with  a  view  to  live 
apart  from  him  against  his  will, 
may  legally  confine  her  in  his  own 
dwelling,  and  deprive  her  of  her 
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indeed,  desired,  but  declined  to  go,  and  she  was  not  in  the  1863. 
room  into  which  he  desired  to  break.  There  certainly, 
therefore,  would  have  been  justification  for  removing  him 
by  force  from  the  house,  but  the  question  is,  whether  there 
was  a  justification  for  giving  him  into  custody  ?  If  you  find 
that  he  was  not  only  in  the  house  against  the  will  of  the 
landlady  making  a  disturbance,  but  that  he  bad  assaulted 
her  and  went  up  stairs  against  her  will,  and  was  on  the 
landing  against  her  will  and  the  will  of  the  defendant,  and 
close  to  the  defendant's  rooms  making  a  disturbance  and 
trying  to  force  his  way  in  (a)  and  intending  to  strike  Bou- 
cicault  when  he  should  get  at  him  ;  then  the  plea  is  sub- 
stantially proved,  and  you  are  bound  to  find  it  so  and 
return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  otherwise  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict. 

The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  unlawfully  in  the 
house  but  had  committed  no  assault. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  26/.  (ft). 

liberty  for  an  indefinite  time,  using  And  a  habeas  corpus  is  refused 

DO    hardship    or    unnecessary  re-  against  the  wife  to  force  her  return, 

•traint     Id.  In  re  Price,  2  F.  &  F.  263. 

Sembley    such    restraint    would  {a)  Vide  ante,  p.  610. 

amount  to  imprisonment,  and  be  (Jb)  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  at 

illegal,  and  this  Court  would  afford  once    stayed   the    execution,  and 

redretSy  unless  the  wife  make  an  Karslake  moved    as  against  evi-. 

undue  use  of  her  liberty,  by  going  dcnce,  but  took  nothing,  except  a 

into  lewd  company,  or  squandering  rule  to  reduce  the  damages. 
her  husband's  estate.    lb. 
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Sittings  after 
Triuiiy  Term, 

In  an  action 
for  a  libel  in  a 
newspaper,  im- 
putiiifi^  to  the 
plaintiff,  the 
proprietor  and 
editor  of  Zad- 
kieV  s  Almanack, 
that  not  only 
was  he  con- 
nected with 
that  foolish 
publication, 
but  that  he 
"  gulled"  the 
public  by 
means  of  a 
magic  b<Ul  of 
crystal,  by 
which  he  pre- 
tended to  tell 
what  was  going 
on  in  the  other 

world,  and  that  by  fjrgt  informing  you  he  stands  as  a  lieutenant  on  the  Nam/  Usi.  i 
he  took  money 
for  those  pro- 
fane acts,  and 
made  a  good 
thing  of  it: 
pleas,  not 
guilty,  and  a 
justification 
that  the  libels 
were  true  in 
substance  and 
fact     Held,  1. 
That  within 
the  scope  of 
fair  discussion 
a  public  writer 
is  not  liable 
unless  he  writes 
unreasonably, 
recklessly, 
and  malici- 
ously.    2.  That 
this  immunity 
does  not  extend 
beyond  the  dis- 
cussion of  the 
published 
writings  on 

public  or  undoubted  acts  of  the  plaintiff,  and  docs  not  extend  to  the  gratuitous  assertion  of 
matters  of  fact  for  which  there  is  no  foundation.  3.  That  the  privilege  had  extended  to  a 
deikunciation  of  the  Almanack  and  the  use  of  the  ball  as  an  imposture,  but  that  if  the  libel 
meant  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  money  by  a  conscious  and  fraudulent  imposture  by  use 
of  the  magic  ball,  that  was  beyond  the  right  of  fair  discussion  and  required  a  justification. 
4.  That  the  justification  required  proof  that  the  plaintiff  took  money  for  the  uae  of  the 
crystal  ball,  and  used  it  knowing  that  it  was  an  imposture. 


Court  of  Queens  Bench,  Guildhall^  coram  Cochburuy  C.J. 

MORRISON  V.  BELCHER. 
Jul  BEL.  The  action  was  by  the  proprietor  and  editor 
of  Zadhiers  Almanack^  against  Admiral  Belcher,  for  an 
alleged  libel  on  the  plaintiff  contained  in  a  letter  to  the 
Daily  Telegraph  of  the  1st  of  February  last  On  the  Slst 
of  January  there  appeared  in  that  paper  an  article  calling 
attention  to  the  ''  predictions"  in  that  publication,  espe- 
cially with  reference  to  the  lamented  death  of  the  late 
illustrious  Prince  Consort,  and  asking,  '^  Who  is  Zadkiel  V 
The  defendant  then  wrote  to  the  editor  a  letter,  which 
appeared  next  day,  and  was  the  libel  m  question.  It  ran 
thus : — 

"  Sir, — In  your  impression  ofthis  day  you  ask,*  Who  is  this  Zadkiel!'  and 
'  Are  there  no  means  of  ferreting  him  out  and  handing  him  up  to  Bow-atreet 
under  the  statute  as  a  rogue  and  vagabond  V     I  will  aid  you  on  the  scent 


ority  1815  ;  next,  that  he  has  his  admirers  about  Greenwich  Hospital,  who 
fancy  him  a  prophet  A  1 ;  and  that  his  mischievous  propensities  are  not 
solely  involved  in  that  foolish  publication,  Zadkiefi  Almanack.  More;  I 
think  he  gave  his  name  not  long  since  as  president  of  some  peculiar 
society  connected  with  astrology  (R.  I.  Morrison).  A  friend  reminds  me 
that '  the  author  of  Zadkiel  is  the  celebrated  crystal  globe  seer,  who  gulled 
many  of  our  nobility  about  the  year  1852.'  Making  use  of  a  boy  under 
fourteen,  or  a  girl  under  twelve,  he  pretended,  by  their  looking  into  the 
crystal  globe,  to  hold  converse  with  the  spirits  of  the  Apostles — even  oar 
Saviour,  with  all  the  angels  of  light  as  well  as  darkness,  and  to  tell  what 
was  going  on  in  any  part  of  the  world.  Drawings  were  made  of  the 
objects  seen  in  these  visions.  One  noble  lady  gave  one  of  these  boys  $L 
to  give  her  intelligence  respecting  her  boy,  who  was  in  the  Mediterranean. 
That  boy  *  peached  ' — let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag  (a).  Of  course  the  in- 
fonuation  was  false.     He  took  money,  if  be  be  really  the  same,   for 

{a)  Tliat  is,  for  these,  or  some  of  together,  probably  it  meant  that  he 

them  :  for  iuch   acts ;  that  is,  for  took  money  for  the  fraudulent  use 

such  acts  as  described  ;  that  is,  acts  of  the  crystal  ball,  and  gulled  the 

of  pretence,  and  "  gulling,"  and  im-  public  thereby, 
posture.      But  taking    the   whole 
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tliese  profane  acts,  and  made  a  good  thing  of  it     If  it  was  deemed  1863. 

sufficiently  important  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  could  be  satisfactorily 
ferreted  out.  As  to  his  position  as  a  naval  officer,  excepting  in  the 
Coast-Guard,  he  lias  not  served  afloat  since  1815. 

"Anti-Humbug." 

There  was  another  subsequent  letter,  in  which  there  was 
a  second  count.  It  was,  obviously,  in  answer  to  some  in- 
quiry from  the  editor : — 

**  (Private  and  Confidential.) 
'*Sir,— *I  am  unwilling  to  have  my  name  mixed  up  with  one  of  this 
stamp,  but  I  had  reason  to  be  much  disgusted  with  this  personage  at  the 
period  to  which  I  allude.    The  boy*s  mother  confessed  to  me  the  trick  he 

had  played. 

"  Yours,  &c., 

"E.  Belcher.'' 
"Union  Club,  January  31, 1862." 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  also  that  the 
alleged  libels  were  true  in  substance  and  fact  (a). 

Sheey  Serjt.,  J.  O.  Griffits  and  E.  Besley,  for  the  plain- 
tiffi 

JBallantine,  Serjt.,  and  Field,  for  the  defendant 

Shee,  Serjt,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  laid 
stress  chiefly  on  the  imputation  as  to  the  use  of  the  magic 
ball  of  crystal,  which  he  contended  amounted  to  an  impu- 
tation of  conscious  and  corrupt  imposture.  This,  he  said, 
he  should  disprove  in  point  of  fact,  that  is,  the  conscious 
imposture,  and  he  insisted  that  it  would  not  be  enough  that 
the  jury  should  be  satisfied  it  was  a  delusion ;  alluded  to 
Aubrey*8  Miscellanies,  1784,  page  217,  where  mention  was 
made  of  a  "  consecrated  beryl,"  a  kind  of  crystal,  which 
he  said  he  saw.  The  learned  serjeant  also  alluded  to  a 
work  of  a  Dr.  Gregory,  who  stated  that  in  these  crystal 
balls  persons  saw  scenes  which  were  distant,  and  persons 
who  were  absent.  The  learned  serjeant  said  that  the  sub- 
stance of  his  client's  complaint  was  that  he  was  called  in 

(a)  The  effect  of  this  plea  would  given  to  the  libelj  as  to  which,  vide 
of  course   depend  upon  the  sense      supra. 
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efiect  an  **  impostor,"  and  charged  with  wilful  imposturey 
and  he  hoped  the  jury  would  not  be  withdrawn  from  the  real 
question  to  the  question  whether  the  beryl  was  a  delusion. 

The  handwriting  being  admitted, 

The  plaintiff  was  called  and  explained  how  he  came  to 
get  hold  of  this  magic  ball,  which,  he  said,  be  bad  merely 
exhibited  privately  and  gratuitously  and  never  for  money, 
nor  had  he,  he  said,  in  any  way  made  money  by  it.  He 
however  admitted  that  there  was  in  this  Almanack  for 
1862,  a  notice  of  the  "  Magic  Crystal :" 

'*  For  some  years  I  have  omitted  to  introduce  this  intereiting  subject 
to  the  notice  of  my  readers.  This  has  not  heen  from  intentional  neglect, 
but  in  consequence  of  my  not  being  able  to  procure  able  and  intelligent 
seers  to  inspect  the  crystal.  The  visions  seen  by  young  children  have  been 
oflen  highly  interesting  and  very  instructivei  yet  they  have  not  in  general 
been  of  a  nature  to  offer  to  my  numerous  readers.  But  recently  I  have 
been  so  fortunate  as  to  obtain  four  excellent  adult  seers ;  three  of  them 
are  ladies  and  one  a  gentleman.  Two  of  them  are  artists,  and  so  I  have 
been  able  to  possess  sketches  of  some  of  the  very  interesting  visions 
granted  at  our  request.  But  I  may  say  that  two  seers  have  been  favoured 
with  several  splendid  scriptural  scenes,  among  which  have  been  visions 
of  many  of  the  most  interesting  miracles.  There  has  been  seen,  for  ex- 
ample, the  miracle  of  the  '  five  loaves  and  two  small  fishes,'  and  the 
feeding  of  the  multitude  thereby ;  also  '  the  walking  on  the  water,*  and 
<  the  breaking  of  the  bread  at  the  Last  Supper,*  with  many  other  scriptural 
events.  .  .  .  For  many  years  have  seers  of  all  ages  and  conditions 
given  me  reason  to  believe  that  the  visions  given  in  the  crystal  emanate 
from  spirits  of  a  high  and  holy  class.**     .     .     • 

And  he  admitted  that  he  thought  this  notice  might  pos- 
sibly promote  the  sale  of  the  almanack, 

Ballantiney  Serjt.,  asked  that  the  article  in  the  Daily 
Telegraph  should  be  put  in,  but 

Shee^  Serjt.,  declined  to  put  it  in,  and 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  defendant  had  no  right 
to  have  it  put  in  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  went  on  to  say  he  had  heard  that  Lady 
Blessington  had  a  curious  crystal  ball  with  wonderful  pro- 
pertieSy  and  he  bought  it  in  1849  of  a  dealer  in  curiosities  io 


Bblchee. 
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Brompton.     He  then  stated  that,  having  set  it  before  his         1863. 

son,  he  said  he  saw  Arctic  scenery  and  the  incidents  of  Sir     ^^^"^""^^ 

•^  Morrison 

J.  Franklin's  expedition,  as  to  which  he  wrote  an  account 
for  the  Atherusum,  which  appeared.  A  young  man  also 
looked  into  the  ball,  and  said  he  saw  various  things  (which 
he  described)  in  it  For  himself,  the  plaintiff  said,  he  never 
saw  anything  in  it,  nor  professed  to  have  seen  it.  But  in 
consequence  of  what  had  been  announced  various  persons 
of  distinction  had  desired  to  see  it.  He  had  never  taken 
any  money  for  exhibiting  the  ball,  nor  had  said  he  had  ever 
seen  anything  in  it ;  nor  had  he  ever  suggested  to  the  boy 
or  the  young  man  to  say  so.  Nor  was  it  true,  to  his  know- 
ledge, that  5/.  had  been  given  to  the  boy  to  say  he  saw 
anything  in  the  ball.  He  never  heard  it  before  the  libel, 
nor  did  he  believe  it  to  be  true.  He  did  not  always  go 
with  the  ball  himself  when  he  lent  it,  but  generally  did  so ; 
and  it  was  open  to  inspection.  Persons  had  looked  at  it, 
and  saw  something  remarkable.  He  said  he  had  met  the 
defendant  at  an  evening  party,  when  the  ball  was  exhibited, 
and  when  he  certainly  saw  nothing  to  excite  disgust,  nor 
did  he  at  the  time  intimate  that  he  had  done  so. 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  elicited  from  the  plaintiff  a  confession 
that  he  had  so  lately  as  last  year  answered  the  questions  of 
persons  as  to  their  "  nativities,"  and  received  money  from 
the  wealthy.  He  also  elicited  that  he  advertised  in  the 
Almanack  that  advice  would  be  given  to  those  who  were 
uneasy  in  their  minds,  and  that  the  **  aspects  of  the  stars" 
would  be  taught  at  1/.  a  head. 

The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  son  (taken  in  America) 
was  then  read,  the  effect  of  it  being  that  he  had  really 
seen  the  things  he  said  he  saw. 

Various  persons  of  rank,  who  happened  in  private  society 
to  have  seen  or  heard  of  this  "  crystal  ball,"  were  called  to 
show  that  it  had  been  shown  to  them  freely  and  without 
money  payment;  and 
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1863.  Ballantine,  Serjt.^  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  con- 

tended that  his  client  had  a  perfect  right  to  denounce  all 
this  trash  as  imposture,  and  as  most  mischieTOUs  and  in- 
famous imposture.  Not  the  less  so — but  all  the  more  so-^ 
because  it  appeared  that  some  poor  creatures  fancied  them 
to  be  true. 

CocKBURNy  C.  3.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
pointed  out  that  the  pith  of  the  libel  was  that  the  plaintiff 
was  an  impostor  and  guilty  of  wilfully  gulling  the  pub- 
lic (a).  And  to  support  the  plea  of  justification  they  must 
be  satisfied  that  he  exhibited  the  ball  knowing  it  to  be  an 
imposture,  and  for  purposes  of  profit.  Were  they  satisfied 
of  that?  There  were  persons  who,  through  obliquity  of 
mind  or  prejudice,  or  passion,  or  delusion,  brought  them- 
selves into  a  state  in  which  they  were  themselves  imposed 
upon.  And,  if  the  plaintiff  really  believed  these  things, 
though  the  jury  might  laugh  at  him,  could  they  say  he  was 
an  impostor?  As  to  the  exhibition  of  the  ball  for  money, 
certainly  it  had  not  been  made  out,  and  the  reception  of 
money  for  the  Almanachy  or  the  teaching  of  astrology,  or 
the  casting  of  horoscopes, — that  would  not  support  the 
plea  of  the  reception  of  money  for  the  exhibition  of  the 
ball.  It  was  one  thing  to  be  an  impostor  and  another 
thing  to  be  a  fraudulent  impostor.  The  plea  of  justifica- 
tion, therefore,  was  not  made  out  Then,  as  to  the  other 
ground  of  defence, — upon  the  plea  of"  Not  guilty/'— that 
defence  was  that  the  matter  was  one  fit  for  public  dis* 
cussion  and  denunciation.  Now,  if  the  system  was  mis- 
chievous, and  calculated  to  delude  the  unwary  and  the 
credulous,  it  was,  no  doubt,  fit  subject  for  indignant  de* 

(o)  Vide  ante.  It  was  not  a  pleaded  to  the  whole  (lee  Clark  t. 
mere  question  as  to  the  number  of  Taylor ^  2  Bing.  N.  C.  654);  bat  it 
timei  the  plaintifT  bad  done  the  act  was  rather  a  question  as  to  tbe  pitb 
imputed;  as  to  which  vide  Clurk-  or  gravamen  of  tbe  cbaigt,  tbt 
son  V.  Lawson,  6  Bing.  2G6,  587;  sting  of  which  must  always  be  jut- 
though  even  that  may  be  so  far  tified;  Hehham  y,  Blackwood,  H 
uiateiial  as  to  make  the  plea  bad,  if  C.  B.  Hi. 
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nunciatioD.  But  it  was  another  thing  to  say  that,  because 
a  man  put  forward  such  a  publication  or  such  a  system,  a 
public  writer  could  go  back  into  his  past  history  and  state 
facts  which  were  not  true^  and  were  calculated  to  do  him 
injury.  His  system  might  be  described  as  an  imposture, 
but  facts  must  not  be  invented  or  misstated  as  to  his  past 
life,  with  a  view  to  destroy  the  credit  of  it  Now,  here 
the  defendant  took  upon  himself  to  say  that  the  plaintiff, 
in  his  past  life,  had  been  guilty  of  imposture,  and  of  wilful 
imposture,  and  for  the  purpose  of  profit.  The  law  laid 
down  in  this  Court,  at  the  last  sitting,  in  the  case  of  Camp- 
bell V.  Spottiswoode{fl\  was  lately  confirmed  by  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  and  it  was  this : — It  was  not  because  a 
public  writer  might  not  be  able  to  prove  to  the  letter  all 
he  had  stated  that,  therefore,  he  was  liable;  but  the  jury 
must  be  of  opinion  that  his  observations  and  inferences 
were  fair  and  legitimate  under  the  circumstances ;  or  (ft) 


1863. 
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(a)  Vide  antCy  p.  421.  There 
the  right  and  privilege  of  fair  dis- 
ctuaion  were  not  impeached;  hot 
it  waa  held  that  the  privilege  did 
not  arise  merelj  from  bona  fides. 
That  there  if  a  privilege  for  a  pub- 
lic writer  within  the  scope  of  the 
fiur  subject  of  discussion  the  con- 
text clearly  ^ows. 

(6)  That  is,  "  or  rather"  The 
gist  of  the  sentence  is  in  the  words 
which  follow.  Those  word  imply, 
that  where  there  is  a  right  of  fair 
discussion,  there  is,  within  the  limit 
of  that  right — that  is,  within  the 
scope  of  the  subject  matter  of  dis- 
cussion (and  what  is  so  is  matter 
of  law  for  the  Judge)— an  immu- 
nity from  liability,  unless  the  ex- 
pressions are  so  unreasonable  as  to 
be  reckless,  and  therefore,  in  a  legal 
tense,  malicious.  This,  of  course, 
impltes  a  privilege ;  for  wlien  there 
is  no  privilege,  actual  malice  is  im- 


material, and  actual  malice  never 
necessarily  implies  penonal  ma- 
lice; for,  in  case  of  defamation,  as 
in  case  of  homicide,  malice  may 
be  general  as  well  as  personal  or 
particular ;  and  there  is  a  reckless- 
ness which  means  malice  to  all  the 
world.  Until  it  has  been  ruled 
that  there  is  a  privileged  occasion 
the  question  of  malice  does  not 
arise  (Blackbwm  ▼.  Blacklmm,  4 
Bing.  1),  except  in  cases  of  slan- 
der of  title,  when  actual  malice  is 
essential.  But  when  the  question 
of  malice  arises,  then  the  question 
is  not  what  is  reasonable  to  the 
jury,  but  what  might  honestly  ap- 
pear to  be  so  to  the  defendant; 
Pitt  v.  DomnfOH,  1  M.  &  S.  639; 
and  whether  he  acted  honestly, 
without  malice,  and  in  the  honest 
belief  of  the  truth  of  what  he  wrote ; 
Smith  v.  Thomat,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  372 ; 
though  the  mere  belief  of  troth,  with 
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that  they  were  not  so  unfair  as  lobe  reckless,  and  thus,  in 
law,  malicious.  Therefore,  in  this  case,  the  jury  must  be  satis- 
fiedy  in  order  to  find  for  the  defendant  on  that  ground,  not 


malice — personal  or  general — will 
not  suffice.  That  is,  if  with  a  be- 
lief of  truth  there  is  reckless  excess. 
But  when  there  is  a  privileged  oc- 
casion, or  wherever  express  malice 
is  essential,  there  one  most  im- 
portant element  is  honest  belief 
(Kerthaw  v.  Bailey,  1  Exch.  Rep. 
743),  though  it  never  is  the  sole 
question  ;  nor  was  it  so  held  in 
Tumbull  V.  Bird  (Vol.  II.,  p. 
508),  though  it  was  supposed  that 
it  was  so  in  Campbell  v.  Spottii* 
woode  (ante,  p.  421),  and  all  that 
was  decided  in  the  latter  case 
was,  that  it  was  not  so.  That, 
and  all  the  other  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject are  collected  and  reviewed — 
aud  he  believes  reconciled — by  the 
reporter,  in  an  article  in  the  Law 
Review  for  August,  18G3,  to  which 
he  ventures  to  refer.  The  effect 
of  that  article  is  to  show  that  there 
is  a  privilege  in  the  public  discus- 
sion of  the  public  acts  or  published 
writing  of  a  man,  and  in  the  sug- 
gestion of  any  matters  of  fact  which 
may  not  be  an  unreasonable  in- 
ference therefrom;  though  not  in 
the  gratuitous  imputation  of  mo- 
tives, or  the  suggestion  of  facts,  for 
which  there  is  not  only  no  founda- 
tion in  point  of  fact,  but  none  in 
the  public  acts  or  published  writings 
of  the  plaintiff.  And  this  seems 
the  effect  and  result  of  the  ruling 
of  the  Lord  Chilp  Justice  on  the 
present  occasion;  for  he  rests  his 
ruling  against  the  privilege  in  this 
case  on  the  obvious  fact,  that,  as 
to  the  use  of  the  ball  for  the  pur- 


pose of  making  money,  it  was 
wholly  an  invention  of  the  writer, 
and  did  not  arise  out  of  the  plain- 
tiETs  publications.  In  the  case  of  the 
Earl  of  Cardigan,  the  Loed  Chiif 
Justice  himself  thus  stated  the 
law  on  the  subject,  and  especially 
the  result  of  the  case  of  Campbell 
y.  Spottitwoode  :--**  But  then  it  is 
said  that,  whether  the  imputatioa 
was  true  or  not,  this  was  a  case  in 
which  the  defendant  was  a  puUic 
writer,  and,  as  an  historian  of  the 
events  of  the  campaign,  had  a  right 
to  make  such  comments  as  he 
pleased  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
Earl  of  Cardigan,  who  had  borne 
so  conspicuous  a  part  in  the  events 
of  that  campaign .  But  this  doctrine 
must  be  taken  with  certain  limi- 
tations. It  is  true,  indeed,  that 
the  events  in  question  were  of  the 
deepest  possible  importance.  It  is 
true  that  the  conduct  of  all  who 
were  engaged  in  them  is  fidr  and 
legitimate  subject  of  public  obeervap 
tion ;  and,  whether  the  observations 
are  contained  in  the  periodical  pub- 
lications of  the  day  or  in  a  work  in- 
tended to  be  a  record  of  the  eyenCs 
to  which  it  relates,  the  rule  is  die 
same — that  the  public  conduct  of 
public  men  is  always  properly  the 
subject  matter  of  fair  public  discot- 
sion;  but  with  this  qualification, 
that  the  discussion  must  be  kept 
within  fair  and  legitimate  limits; 
and,  according  to  the  mle  this  Court 
laid  down  recently  (in  the  case  of 
Campbell  v.  Spotlistooode),  it  is  not 
enough  that  a  man  who  may  be 
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only  that  he  honestly  believed  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
money  for  a  fraudulent  exhibition,  but  that  he  had  such 
fair  grounds  for  his  imputation  that  his  inference  was  not 


1863. 


actuated  by  any  of  those  motives 
ivhich  80  often  actuate  us  and  pro- 
duce an  unconscious  bias  in  the 
miud  (even  without  our  being 
aware  of  its  influence) — personal 
dislike,  political  animosity,  profes- 
sional rivalry — all  those  causes 
which  unhappily,  in  i\\fi  infirmity 
of  human  nature,  tend  to  create 
prejudice  and  ill  impressions,  too 
often  without  real  foundation, — it 
is  not  enough  that  a  man  influenced 
by  motives  of  this  nature,  but  of 
which  he  may,  perhaps,  himself  be 
unconscious,  takes  an  unfair,  un- 
charitable and  unjustifiable  view 
of  the  conduct  of  the  pubHc  man 
whom  he  sits  down  to  criticize,— it 
is  not  enough  that  he  has  persuaded 
himself  of  the  truth  of  the  view 
which  he  thus  takes :  he  must  take 
care  that,  if  he  sits  in  judgment 
upon  the  conduct,  or  the  character, 
or  the  honour  of  others,  he  does  so 
ill  a  fair  tpirit  and  a  reasonable 
manner,  and  he  must  be  prepared 
to  satisfy  a  jury,  not,  indeed,  always, 
that  he  has  written  what  is  actually 
true,  but  that  he  had  at  least  foir 
and  reasonabU  ground*  for  the  cen- 
sures he  has  cast  upon  the  conduct 
of  others.  Here,  therefore,  it  is 
not  merely  because  Colonel  Cal- 
thorpe  had  taken  upon  himself  as 
a  public  writer  to  describe  the 
events  of  the  Crimean  campaign 
thaty  therefore,  he  is  entitled  to 
deal  recklessly  with  the  character 
of  others  who  may  have  been  mixed 
up  in  the  events  he  narrates ;  and 
the  question  whether  these  were  fair 


comments  or  not  is  not  for  this 
Court  to  determine,  but  for  a  jury. 
The  question  for  a  jury  would  be — 
not  merely  whether  the  writer  was 
sincere  in  his  belief,  but  whether 
the  circumstances  were  such  as  that 
the  comments  were  fair  and  legiti- 
mate." The  fair  effect  ofthis,  it  will 
be  seen,  was,  that  sincere  belief  is 
not  the  sole  question.  He  did  not 
mean  to  say  that  the  writer  was  not 
privileged  unless  the  jury  thought 
what  he  wrote  reasonable.  His 
meaning — asmoreclearly  explained 
in  the  present  case — was,  that  there 
was  no  privilege  if  the  writer  was 
so  unreasonable  as  to  be  reckleu 
and  malicious.  On  that  point  the 
reporter  in  the  article  referred  to 
ventured  thus  to  write : — **  But  we 
think,  when  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice spoke  of  leaving  it  to  the  jury 
whether  the  comments  were  fair, 
he  merely  meant  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defendant  wrote 
in  the  honbst  exercise  of  his  right 
(which  would  be  essential  to  his 
protection) ;  and  that  when  he  said 
*  fair,'  he  meant,  not  that  they  were  to 
say  whether  the  comments  were  in 
their  opinion  *  fair,'  but  whether  they 
were  in  their  opinion  so  unfair  as 
to  be  reckless  and  malicious.  This 
is  implied  in  the  expression  *  fair 
spirit;*  and,  as  in  another  observa- 
tion made  by  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice, that,  'if  the  observations  were 
such  as  were  so  unreasonable  and 
outrageous  that  no  one  could  ho- 
nestly have  made  them  upon  the 
materials  before  the  writer,   they 
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SO  unfair  as  to  be  reckless.  It  was  true  that  the  exhibition 
of  the  crystal  ball  had  been  so  general  as  to  be  paUic ; 
but  still  the  personal  character  of  the  plaintiff  was  in* 
volved  in  the  imputations  made  upon  him,  and  unless  they 
could  be  defended,  either  upon  the  ground  first  stated  or 
on  the  plea  of  justification,  supposing  the  jury  deemed 
them  libellous,  they  must  find  for  the  plaintiff.  Even, 
however,  in  that  case,  as  it  was  clear  that  Sir  E.  Belcher 
had  written  with  an  honest  desire  to  put  down  what  he 
deemed  to  be  an  imposture,  it  was  important  to  see  what 
its  character  was.  And  no  doubt  there  was  much  that 
was  reprehensible  in  it,  and,  if  the  jury  thought  it  partook 
of  the  character  of  imposture,  they  were  at  liberty  to  con- 
sider it  in  their  verdict  as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  one  farthing. 


could  not  be  protected ;' "  and,  in 
the  present  case,  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  LoED  Chief  Justice,  in  effect, 
put  the  question  as  one  of  malice ; 
that  is  to  say,  whether  the  writer 
wrote  so  reasonably  and  honestly, 
or  so  unreasonably  and  recklessly, 


that  in  law  he  must  be  deemed  to 
have  written  malidously.  And 
that,  it  is  coDoeived,  is  the  tme 
question,  when  there  has  been  a 
right  of  fair  diactmion  on  the  par* 
tienlar  subject 
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The  owners  of   A.CTION  by  an  infant,— by  next  friend — for  a  personal 

dangerous  ^    ^  •'  ^        y  r 

machinery, who  injury* 

nfan  empby'a  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  ser- 
JbSuf  it^c-  ^'^®  ^"^  employment  of  the  defendanU,  at  their  factory  for 
quainted  with  making  rope,  and  that  the  defendants  so  negligently  con- 
use,  are  bound  ducted  themselves  in  and  about  the  employment  of  the 

care  that"uch  pl&intiff,  and  in  and  about  the  management  of  their  ma- 
person  is  duly 

instructed  therein ;  and  if  they  either  neglect  this,  or  if  express  directions  are  given  by  ths 
foreman  to  use  the  machinery  in  a  manner  which  must  lead  to  danger,  of  which  the  young 
person  is  not  likely  to  be  fiilly  aware,  they  are  liable  for  any  ii\jury  sustained  by  suoli 
person  in  the  use  of  the  machinery  in  that  manner. 
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chinery,  at  and  near  which  she  had  to  work  for  them,  that 
by  and  through  their  negligence  in  that  behalf  she  was 
greatly  injured  and  lost  her  arm,  &c. 

[There  was  a  second  count  for  not  having  the  machinery 
properly  fenced,  within  the  Factory  Act,  which,  however, 
failed,  and  nothing  turned  on  it.] 

Plea :  Not  guilty. 

Parry f  Serjt.,  and  Dalyj  for  the  plaintiff. 
Shecj  Serjt.,  and  Turner^  for  the  defendants. 

In  July,  1861,  the  infant  plaintiff,  a  girl,  then  being 
under  sixteen  years  of  age,  who  had  never  been  in  such 
employment  before,  entered  the  service  of  the  defendants, 
rope  manufacturers,  and  was  set  to  work  at  a  machine 
for  carding  hemp,  consisting  of  revolving  rollers  worked 
by  steam  power.  There  were  above  twenty  of  such  ma- 
chines, at  each  of  which  a  girl  was  so  employed.  The 
machines  were  fed  with  hemp  from  behind,  and  the  girl's 
duty  was  to  watch  the  cans  beneath  the  machine,  and  as 
fest  as  they  became  filled  with  the  corded  hemp  to  remove 
them  and  put  empty  cans  in  their  places.  This  employ- 
ment would  have  involved  no  danger,  and  she  swore  that 
she  received  no  particular  instructions,  and  that  a  few  days 
after  she  entered  the  employment^  and  two  or  three  days 
before  the  accident,  the  foreman,  observing  that  portions  of 
the  hemp  dropped  from  the  machine,  told  her  to  pick  it  up 
and  put  it  between  the  rollers  (without  having  them 
stopped)  in  a  manner  he  showed  her,  and  which  made  it 
necessary  to  bring  the  fingers  very  close  to  the  rollers, 
which  it  was  admitted  would  be  very  dangerous  to  do,  inso- 
much that  the  foreman  swore  he  had  told  her  not  to  do  it, 
while  she  swore  that  he  had  told  her  to  do  it.  Two  or  three 
days  afler  receiving  the  directions  she  was  doing,  she  said, 
exactly  as  she  had  thus  been  directed,  when  her  fingers  were 
caught  by  and  between  the  revolving  rollers  and  held  fast. 
She  screamed  out,  but  as  so  many  machines  were  working 

VOL.  III.  u  u  p.p. 


1863. 


Grizzlb 

Frost 
and  Another. 
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1863.        together  her  screams  were  not  heard  at  once,  and  when 
Grizzle      ^^^  foreman  and  others  came  to  her  assistance  some  in- 
^'  terval  of  time  elapsed  before  the  machine  could  be  stopped. 

andADother*  It  communicated  with  and  was  worked  by  the  steam 
power  (which  was  in  a  room  below)  by  means  of  a  long  broad 
leathern  band  working  on  a  pulley,  and  the  machine  could 
only  be  stopped  (without  stopping  the  steam  engine)  by 
throwing  off  the  band  from  the  pulley^and  so  detaching  the 
particular  machine  from  the  steam  power.  There  was  no 
special  contrivance  {**  striking  gear/'  as  it  was  called)  for 
doing  this  and  so  stopping  the  machine,  and  there  was 
evidence  that  all  new  machines  had  this  contrivance,  and 
that  it  was  only  the  old  ones  which  had  not.  Some 
minute  or  two  at  least  elapsed  before  the  band  was  slipped 
off  and  the  machine  stopped,  and  during  that  time  the 
girl's  arm  was  drawn  in  and  crushed  by  the  rollers,  and  it 
had  been  found  necessary  to  amputate  it 

Parry^  Serjt.,  in  opening  the  case,  admitted  that  the 
machine  was  properly  **  fenced"  within  the  provisions  of 
the  Factory  Act,  but  said  he  should  show  negligence 
in  the  use  of  it ;  first,  in  setting  a  young  girl  who  was  in- 
experienced in  the  use  of  such  machinery  to  work  at  it 
without  properly  explaining  its  use ;  and,  secondly,  in  ex- 
pressly directing  her  to  do  the  particular  thing,  and  in  the 
particular  manner  in  which  she  was  doing  it  at  the  time 
the  accident  happened.  And  thus  the  case  would  not  come 
within  the  rule  of  law,  as  to  a  servant  not  recovering 
against  an  employer  for  an  injury  caused,  either  by  the 
negligence  of  the  same  servant  or  of  any  other  in  the  same 
employment  (a). 

As  to  this  there  was  contradictory  evidence. 

And  the  case  for  the  defence  in  substance  was>  that  the 
girl  had  actually  been  told  not  to  do  that  which  she  had 
done. 

At  the  close  of  the  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury).— The  absence  of  proper 
(a)  See  TUtcher  v.  Fcto,  ante,  p.  368. 
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means  for  stopping  the  machine  could  not  alone  sustain        1863. 
the  action,  unless  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the      ^^ 
defendants  or  for  which  they  are  liable,  by  which  the  ac-  ». 

cident  was  originally  caused ;  for  the  delay  in  stopping  the  and  Another, 
machine  of  course  could  only  have  aggravated  the  injury 
and  could  not  have  caused  it    The  question  therefore  is, 
whether  the  accident  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants,  or  for  which  they  are  liable  ? 

The  foreman  was  put  by  them  in  their  place  to  employ  this 
young  person  in  and  about  dangerous  machinery  of  which 
she  was  quite  ignorant,  and  I  think  any  negligence  of 
his  in  the  matter  would  be  negligence  for  which  they  would 
be  responsible. 

There  is  evidence  both  of  negative  and  positive  negli- 
gence on  his  part — negative,  in  not  giving  the  girl  proper 
instructions  as  to  the  use  of  the  machine — positive  in  ex- 
pressly directing  her  to  do  the  very  thing  she  had  done, 
and  which  it  was  admitted  was  dangerous — so  dangerous, 
indeed,  that  the  case  for  the  defence  was,  that  she  bad 
been  told  not  to  do  it. 

Now  if  either  of  those  grounds  of  negligence  are  sus- 
tained the  defendants  would  be  liable ;  for  I  am  of  opinion 
that  if  the  owners  of  dangerous  machinery,  by  their  fore- 
man, employ  a  young  person  about  it  quite  inexperienced 
in  its  use,  either  without  proper  directions  as  to  its  use  or 
with  directions  which  are  improper  and  which  are  likely  to 
lead  to  danger,  of  which  the  young  person  is  not  aware,  and  of 
which  they  are  aware;  as  it  is  their  duty  to  take  reasonable 
care  to  avert  such  danger,  they  are  responsible  for  any  in- 
jury which  may  ensue  from  the  use  of  such  machinery. 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  150/.  (a) 

(a)  Vide  Ogden  v.  RummenSf  post. 
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CLAPHAM  r.  LANGTON. 

Trinity  Term.  ^CTION  for  a  general  average  loss  on  a  policy  of  in- 

In  an  action  .  i     n^  r        •  •      -•  an. 

for  f^enerai  surance  on  an  iron  steamer,  built  for  nver  navigation.  The 
rpofSyof*°°  declaration  set  forth  a  policy  effected  by  the  plaintiff  (a 
broker)  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  for  a  voyage  from 
Newcastle  to  Odessa,  or  another  port  in  the  Black  Sea, 
with  leave  to  stop  at  any  intermediate  ports ;  the  length, 
breadth,  draught  and  tonnage  of  the  vessel  being  specified 
in  a  memorandum  on  the  face  of  the  policy,  valued  at 
the  policy^and  13,000/.,  and  to  Sail  before  the  1st  of  Augast,  1869,  insur* 


Lmt'ion 
Sittings. 


insurance  on 
an  iron 
steamer,  the 
length,  breadth 
and  tonnage 
of  which  were 
stated  in  a 
memorandum 
on  the  fiice  of 


ance  at  45s.  per  cent,  warranted  free  from  average,  unless 
general,  or  the  ship  stranded. 

Averment :  that  the  ship  sailed  before  the  1st  August, 
1859  (on  the  25th  July),  and  was  by  the  perils  of  the  seas 
damaged,  and  by  means  thereof  the  assured  sustained  an 
3/.  per  cent.,  and  was  disabled  from 


which  were 
adapted  to 
river  naviga- 
tion, the  voy- 
age being  from 
Newcastle  to  a 
port  in  the 
Black  Sea : 
the  loss  claim- 
ed being  partly  average  loss  above 

for  repairs  and  .  . 

partly  for  some  proceeding,  and  in  consequence  put  into  Falmouth  to  be 
or^' ^ussings^  repaired,  and  incurred  great  expenses,  whereby  the  ship 
sustained  a  general  average  loss  amounting,  to  wit,  to  6L 
per  cent 

Pleas :  1.  That,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
voyage  from  Newcastle,  the  ship  was  not  seaworthy  for  the 
voyage. 

2.  As  to  the  claim  of  average  loss,  that  it  was  not  general, 
nor  above  3/.  per  cent 

Bovill  and  Raymond  for  the  plaintiff. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  and  Lushington,  for  the  defendant 

The  case  had  already  been  tried,  and  a  verdict  for  the 

plaintiff(a). 
The  policy  was  effected  on  the  1st  July,  1859,  by  the 

plaintiff,  an  insurance  broker,  on  behalf  of  the  owners. 

(a)  AntCy  vol.  2,  p.  416. 
all  that  could 

reasonably  be  done  to  render  the  vessel  as  seaworthy  as  she  could  be  made  had  been  done 
before  she  sailed ;  and  also,  whether  she  had  been  overloaded  with  reference  to  her  peculiar 
construction,  lo  as  to  make  her  unseaworthy. 


found  to  be  re- 
quired at  Fal- 
mouth, and 
which,  it  was 
said,  ought  to 
have  been  done 
at  Newcastle, 
to  make  the 
yessel  sea- 
worthy— there 
being  also  a 
question  as  to 
taking  more 
coals  than  ne- 
cessary : — 
Held,  that  the 
questions  were, 
whether  the 
nature  of  the 
yessel  had 
been  brought 
fairly  to  the 
notice  of  the 
underwriters ; 
and  whether 
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The  memorandum  in  the  margin  was,  "  Length  200  feet,      ^  1863. 
breadth  32-35  feet,  draught  about  3  feet,  tonnage  404  tons. 

The  owners*  agents  were  in  London,  and  they  wrote  to 
the  broker,  and  he  on  the  25th  June  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
underwriters,  stating  that  the  vessel  was  an  iron  steamer, 
and  the  voyage  to  Odessa ;  not  stating,  in  terms,  that  she 
was  for  river  navigation,  but  stating  her  dimensions,  which 
it  was  admitted  would  not  be  fitted  or  suited  for  ocean 
navigation.  It  was  also  stated  that  she  would  take  no 
cargo  and  only  coals  enough  for  ship's  use  to  Gibraltar, 
where  she  would  coal  again.  It  was  settled  between  them 
that  the  dimensions  should  be  inserted  in  the  policy,  and 
that  the  ship  should  not  sail  before  the  Ist  August.  In 
fact  she  sailed  from  the  Tyne  on  the  25th  July,  1859,  laden 
with  200  tons  of  fuel. 

On  the  3rd  August  she  got  to  Dartmouth,  strained  and 
leaky,  having  encountered  rough  weather. 

On  the  7th  August  she  put  in  at  Falmouth,  a  good  deal 
damaged ;  and  where  the  captain  made  a  protest  as  to  the 
state  in  which  she  was  when  she  left  the  Tyne.  While  she 
was  there  the  surveyor,  on  the  part  of  the  underwriters, 
recommended,  or  required,  that  certain  means  should  be 
adopted  for  strengthening  the  vessel  and  making  her  more 
fit  for  sea.  These  means  consisted  of  certain  wooden  "  truss- 
ings"  and  framework,  which  it  was  admitted  had  made  the 
vessel  more  fitted  for  the  sea  than  she  was  when  she  first 
sailed.  After  which  the  vessel  sailed  and  reached  the 
Black  Sea  in  safety.  The  amount  of  expenditure  thus  in- 
curred, about  1,100/.,  was  claimed  by  the  owners  as 
"general  average;"  whereas,  on  the  part  of  the  under- 
writers, it  was  contended  that  it  was  an  expense  necessary 
to  render  the  vessel  reasonably  seaworthy. 

The  defendants  had  given  notice  to  admit  the  specifica- 
tion upon  which  the  vessel  was  built. 

There  were  formal  admissions  as  follows  : — 

"  1.  That  the  facts  stated  by  the  captain  in  the  protest, 
and  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  log,  were  true,  so  far  as 
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1863.  related  to  the  incidents  of  the  voyage  (except  as  to  the 
state  of  the  vessel  when  she  left  the  Tyne),aiid  the  damage 
sustained  by  the  vessel,  without  prejudice  to  the  defence 
of  unseaworthiness.  That  the  vessel  was  properly  manned 
when  she  left  the  Tyne.  That  the  disbursem^its  and 
repairs  mentioned  in  the  average  statements  were  necessarily 
incurred  and  paid  for  the  purpose  of  fitting  the  vessel  to 
prosecute  her  voyage,  without  prejudice  as  to  the  liability 
of  underwriters  and  assured  for  those  expenses,  or  any 
of  them.  That  the  boat  was  originally  built  for  and 
fitted  with  engines  of  70  horse-power,  and  that  she  was 
built  from,  and  in  accordance  with,  the  specification  in 
defendant's  notice  to  admit  (except  that  steel  was  substi- 
tuted in  some  parts  for  iron).  That  the  engines  were  after^ 
wards  taken  out  of  her  and  replaced  with  others  of  100 
horse-power.  And  that  an  alteration  was  made  in  her  by 
putting  on  of  a  false  bow." 

The  protest  and  the  rest  of  the  evidence  showed  that  t 
good  deal  had  been  done  at  Newcastle  to  make  the  vessel 
fit  for  sea.  And  the  ''  log''  showed  that  a  good  deal  of 
rough  weather  had  been  encountered. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was  that  the  specification  of 
the  dimensions  of  the  boat  indorsed  on  the  policy  conveyed 
sufficient  intimation  to  the  underwriters  that  she  could  only 
be  designed  for  river  navigation  (a),  and  that  therefore  sbe 
must  be  unsuited  for  ocean  navigation,  and  that  her  desti- 
nation indicated  that  she  had  to  cross  the  ocean.  That  all 
that  could  be  reasonably  done  to  make  her  seaworthy  hsd 
been  done  at  Newcastle,  and  that  the  damage  subsequently 
done  was  owing  to  the  weather  she  encountered. 

It  was  not  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that 
the  vessel  could  have  been  made  actually  or  absolutely  sea- 
worthy. On  the  other  hand,  it  was  not  denied  that  the 
'*  trussing"  which  she  received  at  Falmouth  made  her  moch 

(a)  May  not  this  bear  somewhat  Foreign  Enllttment  Act,  m  to 
on  the  case  of  an  offence  under  the      ships?  Videpoiig  The  AUividn, 
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stronger  and  more  able  to  ''  meet  the  perils  of  the  seas/*  1863. 
The  case  for  the  underwriters  was,  however,  in  substance, 
that  that  which  was  done  at  Falmouth  ought  to  have  been 
done  at  Newcastle,  and  was  necessary  to  render  the  vessel 
reasonably  seaworthy  or  relatively  bo,  having  regard  to  the 
nature  of  her  construction,  and  that,  though  she  was  in  a 
fit  state  to  be  insured  at  Falmouth,  she  was  not  fit  to  be 
insured  at  Newcastle.  It  was  also  said  that  the  unfitness 
of  the  vessel  for  sea,  and  the  damage  sustained  in  the 
voyage  from  Newcastle  to  Falmouth,  arose  in  a  great  degree 
from  the  weight  of  the  cargo  of  coals,  and  it  was  proved 
that  much  less  than  290  tons  of  coals  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient for  the  voyage  to  Gibraltar,  and  that  at  about  12 
tons  a  day,  and  an  eight  days'  voyage,  about  half  that  quan- 
tity would  have  been  sufficient.  The  claim  in  regard  to 
repairs  was  therefore,  in  a  great  degree,  disputed,  as  not 
having  arisen  really  from  the  perils  of  the  seas,  but  caused 
by  overloading,  or  unseaworthiness.  The  main  struggle  in 
the  case,  however,  was  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  wooden 
''  trussing"  and  strengthening  of  the  vessel,  as  to  which 
there  was  some  strong  evidence  for  the  underwriters.  Mr. 
Bailey,  surveyor  of  Lloyd's,  was  one  of  their  witnesses,  and 
even  Mr.  Samuda,  the  eminent  shipbuilder,  called  for  the 
owners,  said  he ''  thought  he  should  have  done  a  little  more 
to  strengthen  the  vessel  before  she  left  the  Tyne."  And 
the  witnesses  agreed  that,  even  strengthened  as  she  was, 
they  would  have  been  very  reluctant  to  sail  in  her.  It 
seemed  to  be  admitted  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  construc- 
tion of  the  vessel,  &c.,  was  sufficient  to  indicate  unfitness 
for  ocean  navigation,  if  enquiries  had  been  made. 

On  the  one  side  it  was  said  that  the  owners'  agents  had 
reserved  the  real  truth  from  the  fear  of  increasing  the  pre- 
mium. On  the  other  side  it  was  said  that  the  underwriters 
had  abstained  fi'om  inquiries,  in  order  to  reserve  for  them- 
selves a  defence  in  the  event  of  damage  or  loss. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  for  the  underwriters,  urged,  that  they  ought 
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upon  ity  with  reference  to  the  peculiar  construction  of  the  1863 
vessel.  The  question  was,  would  a  prudent  shipowner, 
in  1859,  when  this  ship  was  built  and  insured,  have  sent 
the  ship  to  sea  as  she  then  was,  if  uninsured  ?  The  point 
was,  what  was  right  and  reasonable  when  the  vessel  was  built 
and  sent  to  sea,  and  whether  or  not  she  was,  on  the  one 
hand,  duly  secured,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  not  overloaded, 
with  reference  to  her  peculiar  construction. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Coram  Wightman,  J, 
COWAN  V.  LASCELLES.  ^S'- 


Declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  com- 


Easter  Term, 
In  an  action 

munication  with  the  defendant  as  to  the  formation  of  ^/r^Mfc^] 
joint  stock  company  for  the  cultivation  of  land  in  India,  representation 

''  ^      '^  ofauthonty, 

and  that  the  defendant  falsely  2ii\d  fraudulently  represented  the  plaintiff's 

to  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  authority  from  one  G.  Cannon  to  ^^  op^n^l 

offer  a  certain  estate  of  his  in  India  for  sale :  on  the  faith  of  *nd  attempted 

'  to  be  proved, 

which  representation  the  plaintiff  became  a  promoter  of  a  as  one  of 
company  for  the  cultivation  of  such  estate,  and  incurred  fui  misrepre- 
divers  expenses  ;  whereas  in  truth,  as  the  defendant  well  J^JlJing  out"o 
knew,  he  had  not  such  authority :  whereby  and  by  reason  be  one  of  mere 
that  the  said  estate  could  not  be  obtained,  the  said  com-  plaintiff  was 
pany  failed,  and  the  plaintiff  lost  the  monies  he  I^ad  laid  go  for  a  ver- 
out  and  expended,  &c.  fe^l? 

Plea:  Not  guilty.  Z^EL 

Hawkins  and  Inderwick  for  the  plaintiff.  bromiftUig  the 

Edward  James  and  Prentice  for  the  defendant.  fratS  ^ 

The  defendant  was  chairman  of  an  India  Land  Com- 
pany, for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land  in  India,  and  one 
Sowerby  was  managing  director. 

In  July,  1862,  he  had  communications  with  the  plaintiff 
as  to  the  formation  of  a  company  for  the  cultivation  of 
coffee  in  the  Neilgherry  district  of  India,  and  having  re- 


632 


CASES  AT  THE 


1863. 


ceived  through  his  son  in  India  a  letter  which  had  been 
written  to  the  son  by  a  Mr.  Glasson,  offering  for  sale 
an  estate  of  his  in  that  district,  he  showed  it  to  the  plaintiff 
and  the  other  promoters  of  the  new  company  (of  whom  the 
defendant  himself  was  one),  stating  that  he  had  authority 
from  Mr.  Cannon  to  sell  his  estate.  The  signature  to  the 
letter  was  read  by  the  plaintiff  and  all  who  saw  it,  not  as 
Glasson,  but  G.  Cannon  ;  and  there  was,  in  point  of  fact, 
an  estate  of  a  Mr.  Cannon  in  the  same  district  in  India, 
known  for  the  good  character  of  the  coffee  produced 
thereon.  The  defendant  had  never  seen  or  heard  from 
Cannon,  nor  did  he  know  Glasson,  and  he  wrote  a  reply 
to  India  addressed  to  Cannon. 

All  persons  having  supposed  that  the  signature  was  that 
of  Cannon,  a  company  was  forthwith  provisionally  regis- 
tered for  the  cultivation  of  coffee  on  land  in  the  Neilgherry 
district,  especially  the  estate  of  Cannon,  which  was  partica- 
laily  mentioned  in  the  prospectus.  The  defendant,  as  well  as 
the  plaintiff,  was  a  promoter  of  this  company,  and  his  name 
appeared  on  the  prospectus  with  that  of  the  plaintiff  as 
directors.  On  the  8th  of  August,  the  plaintiff,  as  managing 
director  of  the  new  company,  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  Sowerby,  as  managing  director  of  the  land  company, 
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Hawkins  opened,  that  it  had  failed  by  reason  of  the  in-  1663 
ability  to  get  Cannon's  estate,  in  which  the  company  ap- 
peared to  have  failed ;  in  fact  before  the  mistake  was  dis- 
covered, and  when  the  original  letter  was  produced  and  put 
in,  the  officer  read  it  as  the  defendant  had  done,  as  if  signed 
"  G.  Cannon  :'*  and 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  observed,  that  though  now  the  name  of 
Glasson  was  suggested,  the  signature  rather  looked  like 
that  than  like  G.  Cannon,  yet  it  was  so  hastily  written 
that,  in  his  opinion,  it  might  easily  have  been  mistaken  for 
the  latter  name.  What,  however,  could  it  matter  whether 
the  estate  offered  was  Cannon's  or  Glasson's ;  if,  in  fact, 
the  defendant  had  the  authority  of  the  owner  (as  it  ap- 
peared that  he  had)  to  offer  it  for  sale  ? 

Hawkins  said  the  prospectus  of  the  company  had  put 
forward  very  prominently  that  the  Cannon  estate  was  to  be 
cultivated,  and  that  was  the  best  coffee-producing  estate. 
The  prospectus  was  put  in,  and  mentioned  both  Cannon's 
estate  and  another,  and  did  not  mention  the  former  as  re- 
markable for  its  coffee,  but  evidence  was  given  that,  in 
point  of  fact,  it  was  known  to  be  so. 

It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  said  that  he  had 
authority  from  Cannon  to  sell  his  estate,  but  it  appeared 
that  he  always  referred  to  the  letter  as  his  authority ;  and 
though  the  letter  mentioned  the  name  and  locality  of  the 
estate  it  referred  to,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant 
knew  the  exact  name  or  locality  of  Cannon's  estate. 

WiQHTMAN,  J.,  said,  the  question  would  be,  in  effect, 
whether  the  defendant  had  really  supposed  the  letter  to 
be  from  G.  Cannon. 

Hawkins  insisted  that  the  defendant  had  positively  stated 
that  he  had  authority  from  Cannon ;  he  was  liable,  not 
having  had  such  authority,  whether  or  not  he  was  guilty  of 
wilful  misrepresentation,  and  he  cited  Collen  v.  Wright  (a). 

(a)  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  215.      The  doctrine  of  that  caie,  in  which 
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WiGHTMAN,  J.^  said,  the  declaration  here  charged  a  false 
and  fraudulent  representation. 

Hawkins  submitted  that  he  could  support  any  caase  of 
action  independent  of  the  fraud,  discarding  the  allegation 
of  fraud  as  surplusage  (a) ;  but 

WioHTMANy  J.,  said  this  could  not  be  allowed,  as  the 
whole  case  bad  been  rested  upon  fraud. 


CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  dissented,  is  not 
to  be  extended  ;  Martin,  B., 
Koh$on  V.  TurnbuU,  1  Fost.  &  Finl. 
365. 

(fl)  So  in  Swinfen  v.  Lord 
Chelmsford,  1  Fost.  &  Finl.  633, 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiflTs  counsel,  after  the  case 
had  closed,  to  go  for  a  verdict  on 
the  ground  merely  of  a  wilful  and 
unauthorized  act,  when  the  decla- 
ration charged  a  fraudulent  act 
And  though  a  rule  was  granted  on 
the  question,  inter  alia,  whether 
the  action  would  lie  without  fraud, 
it  was  discharged.  Pollock,  C.  B., 
indeed,  said  he  would  not  shut  out 
the  plaintiff  from  arguing  that 
question  by  reason  of  the  form  of 
the  declaration,  but  then  that  was 
because  the  declaration,  even  omit- 
ting the  word  •*  fraudulently,"  would 
still  charge  an  act  wil/ullj/  wrongful 
and  fraudulent  in  law,  viz.,  making 
a  compromise,  knowing  it  to  be 
prohibited  by  the  client 

The  C.  L.  P.  Act  allows  of  any 
amendment  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  [not  the  real 
guestion,  but]  "  the  real  question  in 
controversy  between  the  parties." 
(C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  225,  Fin- 
lason's  cd.,  p.  160.)  And  that 
has  been  held  to  mean  the  question 


made,  and  known  to  be  the  matter 
of  controversy  before,  or  in,  the 
action  prior  to  the  trial ;  not  a  ques- 
tion for  the  first  time  atarted  there 
in  order  to  evade  a  failure  of  proof 
on  the  real  question  in  controversy. 
That  would  be  to  allow  amendment, 
not  to  determine,  but  to  evade  and 
avoid  determining,  the  real  question 
in  controversy  between  the  parties ; 
Wilkint  V.  Reed,  14  C.  B.  145. 
And  though  it  is  admissible  to  make 
an  amendment  to  raise  a  different 
cause  of  action,  or  defence,  if  it 
appears  that  it  is  not  new  to  the 
parties,  but  was  the  real  question  in 
controversy ;  Ritchie  v.  Van  Selder, 
9  Exch.  762;  the  object  of  the 
enactment  has  been  held  to  be  the 
more  correction  of  mistake,  not  to 
enable  a  party  to  try  his  claim  on 
one  ground  of  action  or  defence, 
and  then  to  try  another  and  totally 
different  one,  and  the  error  was  not 
by  mistake,  but  design ;  Wickens  v. 
Steel,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  24.  This 
appears,  a  fortiori,  to  be  a  case 
founded  upon  fraud.  And  in 
Chancery,  when  fraud  is  alleged,  t 
plaintiff  or  defendant  will  not  be 
permitted  to  shift  or  change  the 
ground,  and  thus  escape  payment 
of  costs. 
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Hawkins  applied  to  amend  the  declaration  by  striking 
out  the  allegation  of  fraud,  but 

WiGHTMAN.  J.,  said  that  for  the  same  reason  he  could 
not  allow  an  amendment. 

The  defendant  was  called,  and,  at  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence, 

Hawkins  urged  that  the  defendant  must  have  known  he 
had  no  authority  to  sell  the  estate  which  was  Cannon's. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  put  it  to  the  jury,  whether  they  were 
satisfied  that  at  the  time  of  the  representation  the  defend- 
ant really  believed  that  he  had  that  authority;  and  next, 
whether  they  were  also  satisfied  that  the  company  failed 
by  reason  of  the  misrepresentation,  and  through  not  being 
able  to  obtain  the  estate.  Upon  the  latter  point  the  learned 
Judge  said  he  did  not  see  how  the  action  could  be  sus- 
tained, seeing  that  the  contract  was  with  Sowerby,  for  the 
land  company,  not  with  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 


1863. 


Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Westminster,  coram  Erie,  C.  J. 

IRWIN  V.  GREY. 

jLHIS  was  an  action  against  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
the  Home  Department,  for  not  submitting  to  her  Ma- 
jesty a  Petition  of  Right,  presented  by  the  plaintiff  under 
Bovill's  Petition  of  Right  Act,  whereby  he  was  prevented 
from  having  the  same  prosecuted,  and  had  been  in  various 
ways  injured  and  damnified. 

The  plaintiff  appeared  in  person. 

Sir  W.  Atherton,  Att.-Gen.,  and  T.  Jones  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


•nd  griven  her  Majesty  certain  advice  upon  it,  which  was,  that  her  fiat  should 
Held,  that  this  put  an  end  to  the  case,  and  that  no  action  lay. 


1862. 

Sittings  after 
Trinity  Term. 

In  an  action  on 
the  case 
against  the 
Secretary  of 
State  for  not 
suhmitting  to 
the  Sovereign 
a  Petition  of 
Right  pre- 
sented under 
the  act,  it  ap- 
pearing that 
the  Secretary 
of  State  had 
suhmitted  the 
petition  to 
her  Majesty, 
not  be  granted : 
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The  plaintiff  had  sent  his  Petition  of  Right  to  the  de- 
fendant (a),  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

To  prove  his  case^  the  plaintiff  called  the  defendant, 
Sir  6.  Grey,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department, 
be  having  stated  that  he  had  received  the  petition — 
stated  further  that  he  had  submitted  it  to  her  Majesty, 
and  that  he  had  not  advised  her  to  grant  her  fiat.  Upon 
which  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  show  that  this  was  not  sub- 
mitting the  petition  to  the  Queen  within  the  act,  and  that 
the  witness  ought  to  have  advised  her  Majesty  to  grant 
her  fiat  thereupon  ;  but 

Erlb,  C.  J,,  said  this  could  not  be  gone  into,  and  that 
the  case  was  at  an  end.  It  was  enough  that  the  Secretary 
of  State  had  submitted  the  petition  to  her  Majesty,  and 
gave  her  advice  upon  it.  The  matter  could  not  be  further 
entered  into;  there  was  no  case  for  the  jury,  and  therefore 
he  must  direct  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (J). 


(a)  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  34,  8.  2. 
The  Mid  petition  shall  be  left  with 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home 
Department,  in  order  that  the  same 
maybe  tubmitted  to  her  Majesty 


of  State  to  give  such  advice  ai  be 
thought  proper. 

(6)  Theplaintiffmoved  but  took 
nothing,  and  Williams,  J.,  was 
of  opinion  that  the  question  as  to 
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Crown  upon  it,  that  her  Majesty 
ought  to  he  advised  not  to  grant  it, 
and  that  he  advised  her  Majesty 
accordingly.  The  plaintiff's  case 
was,  that  Sir  George  Grey  was 
guilty  of  a  wrong  in  advising  her 
Majesty  not  to  grant  the  prayer  of 
the  petition.  He  put  in  evidence 
certain  letters  of  the  plaintiff  re- 
questing Sir  George  Grey  to  pre- 
sent the  petition,  and  relied  on  the 
fact  that  the  prayer  was  not  granted 
as  evidence  that  he  had  never  pre- 
sented it.  Sir  George  Grey  was  then 
called,  and  proved  that  he  did  pre- 
sent the  petition, — and  he  was  then 
of  opinion  that  there  was  no  ground 
of  action,  that  is  to  say,  that  an  ac- 
tion would  not  lie  for  advice  given 
to  &e  Crown ;  and  that  there  was 
no  case. 

Williams,  J.,  said  he  was  of 
opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
rule.  Two  grounds  were  sub- 
mitted by  the  plaintiff  that  the 
Chief  Justicb  had  misdirected 
the  jury.  The  action  was  against 
Sir  George  Grey  for  wrongfully 
omitting  to  present  to  her  Majesty 
the  Petition  of  Right  of  the  plaintiff. 
After  the  evidence  given  by  Sir 
George  Grey,  the  Chief  Justice 
told  the  jury  that  the  case  was  at 
an  end  and  the  verdict  must  be  for 
the  defendant  The  plaintiff  says 
that  Sir  George  Grey's  advising  her 
Majesty  not  to  grant  her  fiat  did 


not  amount  to  a  submission  of  the 
Petition  of  Right  to  her  Majesty, 
and  that  the  Chief  Justice  misdi- 
rected the  jury.  He  was  of  opinion 
that  the  direction  was  quite  right, 
and  that  the  only  question  was, 
whether  Sir  Geoi^ge  Grey  had  sub- 
mitted the  Petition  of  Right.  The 
advice  he  gave  ought  not  to  have  been 
divulged.  But  for  the  interests  of 
truth  he  had  answered  the  question 
put  respecting  the  advice  given. 

[Tliis,  it  is  conceived,  is  ^he  true 
principle,  according  to  the  princi- 
ple of  Home  v.  Bentincky  2  B.  &  B. 
161 ;  and  that  it  is  not  material 
whether,  in  the  particular  case,  any 
mischief  to  the  public  service  would 
arise.] 

WiLLES,  J.,  and  Keating,  J., 
were  of  the  same  opinion. 

£rlb,  C.  J.,  said, — Under  the 
first  section  of  the  statute  it  was 
clearly  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  examine  the  Petition  of 
Right  and  to  give  his  advice  upon 
it,  whether  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  Crown  arose:  and  he  having 
done  so,  no  action  lay. 

The  hearing  of  this  case,  it  is 
conceived,  is  very  important  with 
reference  to  the  considerations  pre- 
sented in  the  notes  to  Dickson  v. 
Combermere,  ante,  p.  527,  as  to 
actions  against  a  Secretary  of  State 
for  acts  or  omissions  in  the  exercise 
of  his  official  functions. 


1862. 
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Londott 

Sittings. 

Trinity  Tertm, 

When  a  ship 
is  by  the  char- 
ter to  be  ad- 
dressed, at  the 
port  of  dis- 
char^,  to  the 
charterer's 
agents,  the 
charterer  is 
entitled  to  re- 
cover from 
the  shipowner 
excess  of 
freight  re- 
ceived by  other 
agents,  to 
whom  he  has 
addressed  the 
ship ;  and 
if  it  appear 
that  the  char- 
terer*s  broker, 
if  allowed  to 
have  the  ship, 
would  have 
sent  to  the 
consignees  to 
come  and  take 
their  goods, 
and  thus  have 
prevented  de- 
lay, the  ship- 
owner cannot 
claim  demur- 
rage for  delay 
caused  by  the 
absence  of  such 
notice  to  con- 
signees.  And, 
this,  turning 
partly  on  the 
duties  of  the 
broker,  that 
was  left  to  the 
jury  upon  their 
own  knowledge 
of  business. 


Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Guildhall,  coram  Erie,  C.  J. 

BRADLEY  r.  GODDARD. 

.AUCTION  by  charterer  against  shipowner,  on  a  charter- 
party,  dated  30th  October,^  1 861,  for  a  voyage  from  Bor- 
deaux to  London,  or  ''as  near  thereunto  as  she  could 
safely  get,"  and  freight  to  be  paid  in  cash  after  right 
and  true  delivery  of  cargo  there  agreeably  to  bills  of 
lading  at  London,  at  the  rate  of  £97  :  lOs.  lump  sum; 
the  plaintiff,  or  his  agent,  advancing  to  the  master  for 
necessary  disbursements  at  Bordeaux ;  ''  free  of  commis- 
sion ;"  provision  for  fourteen  running  days  for  loading  and 
unloading,  and  demurrage  over  and  above  the  laying  days, 
at  £3  per  day,  and  that  the  ship  to  be  addressed  to  Messrs. 
P.  D.  Collins  &  Co.,  the  plaintiffs'  agents,  free  of  cow- 
mission.   General  averment  of  conditions  precedent. 

Breach  :  That  the  defendants  did  not,  on  the  arrival  of 
the  ship  at  London,  address  or  cause  the  ship  to  be  ad- 
dresseil  at  the  place  last  aforesaid  to  Collins  &  Co.,  the 
plaintiffs'  agents,  but  to  other  agents,  whereby  the  plain- 
tiffs lost  profits,  &c.  Common  counts  for  money  paid, 
and  had  and  received,  on  which  the  particulars  of  demand 
claimed — 

£    s.    d. 
^    For  excess  of  freight  received  by  the 

defendant  -  -  -  -  - 
Reporting  ex  Bordeaux  -  -  - 
Tonnage  duty,  entry,  and  warrants  - 
Petty  expenses  -  -  -  - 
Collecting  freight,  £97  :  lO*.,  at  IJ 

per  cent.    ----- 


17 

10 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

5 

0 

1 

4 

4 

£21 

I 

4 

Pleas:  1.  Payment  into  Court  of  £1  :  8*.  6d.  on  the 
first  count ;  and  as  to  the  residue,  never  indebted. 
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2.    Set-ofF  of  demurrage  for  nine  days,  27/. 
Particulars  of  set-off: — 

1861. — Nov.  8.  Ship  commenced  loading  at 
Bordeaux. 
„  ,y    19.  Ship  ready  to  sail. 

Number  of  days  occupied  in 
loading         -        -        -     11 
,y         Dec.  4.  Ship  reported  in  London. 
Number  of  days  occupied  in 
unloading 


1863. 


Total  number  of  days  load- 
ing and  unloading 

Number  of  days  allowed  by 
charter  .        -        - 


12 

23 
14 


Demurrage  days 


The  plaintiff  in  answers  to  interrogatories  stated^  that  on 
the  7th  of  November,  1861,  the  captain  gave  notice  to  him, 
or  some  person  on  his  behalf,  that  the  ship  was  ready  at 
Bordeaux  to  take  in  cargo  on  the  8th.  And  that  the  load- 
ing commenced  on  the  8th  of  November,  1861,  and  was 
ready  to  sail  on  the  19th,  and  that  eleven  days  were  con- 
sumed in  loading  her.  But  as  to  London,  he  stated,  that 
he  could  not  answer,  because  the  captain  had  not  applied 
to  his  agents  in  London,  but  the  ship  having  been  addressed 
to  other  agents. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  merchant  residing  at  Bordeaux,  the 
defendant  was  a  shipowner  at  Ipswich. 

The  captain  received  \5L  on  account  of  freight  at 
Bordeaux. 

On  the  2l8t  of  November,  1861,  the  defendant  di- 
rected the  captain  to  report  to  Goodliffe  &  Co.,  in  Lon- 
don, and  he  did  so  accordingly,  on  the  4th  of  Decem- 
ber, informing  Collins  &  Co.  of  the   fact  on   the  same 
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day.  The  same  day  Collins  &  Co.  wrote  to  the  defend- 
ant remonstrating^  and  stating  that  the  charterer  bad 
instructed  them  to  collect  the  freight,  and  that  no  one 
else  had  any  right  to  interfere,  as  the  freight  under  bills 
of  lading  was  due  to  him,  and  that  the  captain  had 
signed  bills  of  lading  without  prejudice  to  the  charterer. 
This  letter  was  sent  to  GoodlifFe  &  Co.,  who  tendered 
to  Collins  the  "  reporting"  fee  of  R  \s.,  telling  him  that 
this  was  all  the  interest  they  could  have  in  the  matter. 

The  unloading  commenced  on  the  9th  of  December  and 
finished  on  the  16th  of  December.  The  full  freight  bad 
been  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  the  charterer,  under  protest 

The  questions  raised  were — 

1.  Whether  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  and  what 
damage  by  the  ship  not  being  reported  to  the  agents 
named  in  the  charter  ? 

2.  Whether  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  demurrage 
days  could  be  fairly  claimed  as  having  been  caused  by 
delay  in  discharging,  over  which  the  defendant  or  bis 
captain  had  no  control,  and  for  which  he  was  not  respon- 
sible ? 

Collier  and  J.  Brawn  for  the  plaintiff. 
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never  reported  to  or  had  any  further  communication  with  1863. 
Collins  &  Co.,  the  plaintifTs  agents,  on  that  matter.  He 
selected  the  Victoria  Docks,  he  said,  because,  by  reason  of 
the  state  of  the  tide,  he  could  not  go  into  any  other  dock 
that  day,  they  being  the  lowest  docks  in  the  river  and 
below  Blackwall,  and  legal  docks  for  discharge  of  my 
cargo.  The  Custom  House  requisites,  he  said,  were  satis- 
fied on  the  4th  of  December  at  noon,  and  discharge  com- 
menced on  the  9th,  and  finished  on  the  16th. 

The  ship  was  discharged  into  lighters  provided  by  the 
merchants,  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  which  was  on  eight 
different  bills  of  lading.  He  gave  no  notice  to  the  owners 
of  the  cargo  or  the  charterer  to  expedite  delivery,  nor  did 
he,  he  said,  know  to  whom  the  cargo  belonged  before  he 
discharged.  Some  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo  had  not  men 
in  their  lighters  to  load  the  goods  therein,  and  part  of  the 
crew  of  the  ship  were  engaged  in  doing  it,  and  the  captain 
did  not  take  any  steps  to  inform  the  owners  of  the  goods. 
He  did  not  send  to  the  owners,  he  said,  because  he  did  not 
know  that  it  was  his  business  to  do  so,  and  he  stated  that 
if  the  ship  had  not  been  in  demurrage,  he  should  have 
done  just  what  he  had  done.  He  admitted  that  Collins 
had  said  he  wished  for  the  control  of  the  ship,  and  did  not 
deny  that  he  also  said  the  plaintiff  would  not  pay  demur- 
rage. He  was  not,  he  said,  delayed  at  all  by  the  Custom 
House  authorities. 

It  appeared  that  the  amount  of  freight  collected  was 
114/.,  leaving  a  surplus  due  to  the  plaintiff  of  17/.  10s., 
unless  demurrage  was  due  to  the  defendants. 

Collins  was  called  for  the  plaintiff,  and  stated  that  when 
a  ship  was  addressed  to  a  broker,  the  captain  handed  over 
ship's  papers  and  bills  of  lading,  and  all  papers  necessary 
to  ** report"  the  vessel;  and  the  broker  then  reported  the 
ship  and  collected  the  freight,  sending  to  the  consignees, 
and  seeing  that  no  demurrage  accrued;  and  he  would 
charge  a  fee  for  reporting. 

xx2 
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1863.  Brown  proposed  to  ask  what  the  profits  would  be. 

James  objected. 
Brown  cited  Robertson  v.  Watte  (a). 

Erle^  C.  J. — As  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  profit  is 
not  recoverable ;  but  we  will  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury. 

The  witness  said  he  should  have  had  I4  per  cent.,  and 
have  got  the  cargo  out  in  three  days ;  sending  notices  to 
the  consignees  to  come  and  take  the  goods,  and  if  they 
did  not  do  so,  directing  the  Dock  Company  to  land. 
The  ship  not  having  been  addressed  to  him,  however,  he 
could  not  do  this.  If  he  did  not  collect  freight,  he  should 
not  charge  for  commission. 

The  Custom  House  officer  was  called  to  show  that  three 
days  would  have  amply  sufficed  to  discharge  the  ship. 

Other  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  it  was  usual  for 
the  broker  to  expedite  the  discharge,  by  sending  notice  to 
consignees. 

JameSy  for  the  defence,  admitted  that,  of  course,  the 
defendant  could  not  recover  demurrage  if  he  were  the  caose 
of  the  delay,  which  he  denied,  alleging  that  it  wasCoUins's 
duty  to  protect  the  interest  of  his  employer,  the  charterer. 

Goodliflfe  was  called  for  the  defence,  and  evidence  was 
given  that  the  whole  time  was  fairly  occupied  with  un- 
loading. 

The  witnesses  for  the  defence  stated  that  the  broker's 
duty  ended  with  "  reporting"  the  ship. 

The  captain's  examination  was  put  in  for  the  defence. 

Erle,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  sum  in  dispute  is  small, 
but  the  question  is  important. 

A  breach  of  contract  is  admitted,  to  the  amount  paid 
into  Court.     Is  it  more? 

There  is  17/.  IO5.  due  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  defend- 
ant has  an  answer;   and  your  verdict  must  be  for  that 

(a)  22  L.  J.,  Exch.209 ;  8  Exch.  Rep.  299. 
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amount^  unless  demurrage  is  payable.     And  unless  the         1863. 
delay  was  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defend-     ^^  ^  ^^ 
ant,  demurrage  is  payable.     But  if  the  shipowner  caused  «• 

11,1  ,     i.       1        .  .     .  /»   1  GODDARD. 

the  delay  by  an  act  or  default^  m  your  opmion  wrongful, 
towards  the  charterer,  he  cannot  claim  demurrage. 

In  my  judgment,  it  depends  much  on  what  is  the  duty 
of  the  reporting  broker  as  to  expediting  the  discharge  of 
the  cargo. 

I  do  not  know  that  it  is  a  legal  duty,  or  that,  as  a  matter 
of  law  (a),  an  action  would  lie  upon  it. 

Many  things  which  come  within  the  knowledge  of  a 
jury  (b)  are  important  when  the  inquiry  is  whether  due 
diligence  has  been  used. 

The  great  question  for  the  defendant  is,  as  to  the  delay 
caused  by  the  absence  of  men  in  the  lighters  of  some  of 
the  consignees. 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  is,  that  the  broker's'  duty 
ended  with  "  reporting"  the  ship. 

The  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that  if  Collins  had  been 
allowed  to  have  the  ship,  he  would  have  found  out  the 
owners  of  the  goods,  and  that  thus  delay  would  have  been 
avoided. 

The  two  questions  are — 

1.  On  the  first  point,  Is  more  than  the  sum  paid  into 
Court  due? 

2.  Is  there  demurrage  due? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  2Z.  8*.  6rf.  on 
first  point;  17/,  lOs.  on  the  second  = 
19/.  18«.  6d. 

(a)  Hayes  y.  Tlni/a//,  Vol.  II.  p.  ton.  Vol.  II.  p.  198,  and  note  to 
444.  Schweitser  v.  L(mg,  post, 

(6)   Vide  note  to  North  v.  Jackr 
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Eaiter  l^rnt, 
A  witnen 
stating  that  an 
agreement  he 
waa  called  to 
prove  had  been 
taken  from  him 
by  a  foreign 
government, 
from  which  he 
had  not  been 
able  to  reoover 
it:^A«/J,that 
secondary  evi- 
dence was  ad- 
missible of  its 
contents. 


Coram  Williams,  J. 
QUILTER  V.  JORSS. 

-AuCTION  on  agreement. 
Plea :  non  assumpsit. 

D.  Seymour  and  Lloyd  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hawkins  and  Shaw  for  the  defendant. 

It  was  proposed  to  put  in  copy  of  agreement 

Seymour  objected  that  it  was  not  evidence ;  original  not 
produced. 

A  witness  was  called,  who  proved  that  the  agreement 
was  in  his  possession  in  May,  1862;  that  he  landed  in 
New  York,  and  was  immediately  arrested  as  carrier  of 
Secession  despatches,  and  the  agreement  taken  from  him 
by  the  Custom  House  officers,  and  sent  to  Washington. 
Witness  had  endeavoured  by  application  to  British  consol, 
&c.,  and  private  influence,  to  get  the  agreement,  in  vain. 

Williams,  J.,  admitted  a  copy  as  evidence  (a). 

(a)  See  Bo^le  v.  Wiseman,  24  L.  J.,  Excb.  284. 
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given  notice  under  sect.  64  of  the  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  and 
no  objection  having  been  made  under  that  section  (a). 

Garth  objected  that  the  probate  was  not  admissible,  be- 
cause it  was  not  stamped.  That  section  applied  only  to 
wills  proved  since  the  passing  of  the  act. 

Keating,  J. — I  don't  think  there  is  anything  here  to 
limit  the  statute  to  wills  proved  since  the  act  The  stamp 
applies  to  a  copy,  and  not  to  the  probate. 


1863. 


(a)  Sect.  64  of  20  &  21  Vict.  c. 
77,  is  at  follows : — "  In  any  action 
at  law  or  suit  in  equity,  where,  ac- 
cording to  the  existing  law,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  produce  and  prove 
an  original  will  in  order  to  establish 
a  devise  or  other  testamentary  dis- 
position of  or  affecting  real  estate, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  party  in- 
tending to  establish  in  proof  such 
devise  or  other  testamentary  dispo- 
sition to  give  to  the  opposite  party, 
ten  days  at  least  before  the  trial  or 
other  proceeding  in  which  the  said 
proof  shall  be  intended  to  be  ad- 
duced, notice  that  he  intends  at  the 
said  trial  or  other  proceeding  to 
give  in  evidence  as  proof  of  the 
devise  or  other  testamentary  dispo- 
sition the  probate  of  the  said  will, 


or  the  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed,  or  a  copy  thereof, 
stamped  with  any  seal  of  the  Court 
of  Probate ;  and  in  every  such  case 
such  probate,  or  letters  of  adminis- 
tration or  copy  thereof  respectively 
stamped  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  such  will  and  of 
its  validity  and  contents,  notwith- 
standing the  same  may  not  have 
been  proved  in  solemn  form  or 
have  been  otherwise  declared  valid 
in  a  contentious  cause  or  matter  as 
herein  provided,  unless  the  party 
receiving  such  notice  shall,  within 
four  days  after  such  receipt,  give 
notice  that  he  disputes  the  validity 
of  such  devise  or  other  testamentary 
disposition." 
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MiddUM9X 

Sttthigs 
THnity  Term. 

On  an  infor- 
mation under 
the  Foreign 
Enlistment 
Act,  against 
the  ownera  of 
a  vessel  for  an 
alleged  forfei- 
ture under 
that  act,  the 
vessel  havinff 
been  seized  in 
an  incomplete 
state :  but  there 
being  evidence 
that  she  was  be- 
ing so  built  as 
to  be  fitted  for 
equipment,  and 
that  she  was 
intended  for  a 
belligerent ; 
and  the  case 
for  the  Crown 
being  that  the 
building  was  so 
far  advanced 
as  to  leave  no 
reasonable 
doubt  that 
she  was  so 
built  with  the 
intent  or  in 


Court  of  Exchequer^  Westminster,  coram  Pollock,  C.B. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL  r.  SILLIM  ahd  others 

CLAIMING  THE  ALEXANDRA. 

JLhIS  was  an  information  alleging  the  forfeiture  of  the 
ship  Alexandra  (seized  at  Liverpool)  under  the  Foreign 
Enlistment  Act,  59  Geo.  3,  c.  69. 

The  information  stated  that  a  certain  officer  of  customs 
had  seized  and  arrested  to  the  use  of  her  Majesty,  as  for- 
feited,  a  certain   ship  or  vessel  called    the   Alexandra, 
together  with  the  furniture,  tackle  and  apparel  belonging 
to  and  on  board  the  said  ship.     For  that  certain  persons, 
to  wit  {inter  alia),  W.  Miller,  T.  Miller,  C.  Preolean  and 
J,  Wilfiman  (both  of  the  firm  of  Frazer  &  Co.),  E.  Tessier, 
J.  Bullock,  H.  Sillim,  Thos.  Mann,  H.  Preston  (of  the 
firm  of  Fawcett,  Preston  &  Co.),  and  other  persons,  4c., 
before  the  said  seizure,  did  [the  first  twenty-four  counts 
charged  "  equip,  or  fit  out,  or  furnish,"  &c.],  with  intent 
and  in  order  that  such  ship  should  be  employed  in  the  ser- 
vice of  certain  foreign  States  styling  themselves  the  Con- 
federate States  (or  persons  assuming,  &c,),  with  intent  to 
cruise   and   commit   hostilities   against  a  certain   foreign 
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citizens  of,  &c.),  contrary  to  the  statute  (a),  whereby  and        1863 


(a)  The  title  of  the  act  (59  Geo. 
3,  c.  69)  is  "An  Act  to  prevent 
the  Enlisting  or  Engagement  of 
his  Majesty's  Subjects  to  serve  in  a 
Foreign  Service,  and  the  Fitting 
out  or  Equipping,  in  his.  Majesty's 
Dominions,  Vessels  for  Warlike 
Purposes,  without  his  Majesty's 
Licence."  Then  the  preamble  runs 
thus  :  '*  Whereas  the  enlistment 
or  engagement  of  his  Majesty's 
subjects  to  serve  in  war  in  foreign 
service,  without  his  Majesty's  li- 
cence, and  the  fitting  out  and 
equipping  and  arming  vessels  by 
his  Majesty's  subjects,  without  his 
Majesty's  licence,  for  warlike  ope- 
rations in  or  against  the  dominions 
or  territories  of  a  foreign  prince, 
state,  &c.,  or  persons  exercising  or 
assuming  to  exercise  the  powers  of 
government  in  any  foreign  country, 
province  or  part  of  any  province, 
&c ,  may  be  prejudicial  to  and  tend 
to  endanger  the  peace  and  welfare 
of  this  kingdom ;  and  whereas  the 
laws  in  force  are  not  sufficiently 
effectual  Jor  preventing  the  same 
(i.  e.,  9  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  and  29  Geo. 
2,  c.  1 7,  which  contained  no  clauses 
as  to  ships,  while  the  previous  act, 
c.  15,  gave  power  to  the  Crown  by 
proclamation  to  prohibit  the  ex- 
portation of  gunpowder,  arms  or 
ammunition,  and  authorized  the 
seizure  of  any  arms  or  ammunition 
which  should  be  shipped  or  laden 
on  board  contrary  to  such  procla- 
mation), and  it  then  proceeded  to 
enact  as  follows : 

[The  first  section  (which  may 
throw  light  upon  the  subsequent 
ones)  relates  to  enlistment  or  at- 
tempts to  enlist ;  it  runs  thus :] 


**  That  if  any  natural-bom  subject 
of  his  Majesty,  his  heirs,  &c.,  with* 
out  the  leave  and  licence  of  his  Ma- 
jesty, signified  by  order  in  councfl, 
or  by  proclamation,  shall  take  or  ac- 
cept, or  shall  agree  to  take  or  accept, 
any  military  commission,  or  shall 
otherwise  enter  into  the  military 
service  as  a  commissioned  or  non« 
commissioned  officer,  or  shall  en- 
list, or  enter  himself  io  enlist,  or  shall 
agree  to  enlist  or  to  enter  himself  to 
serve  as  a  soldier,  or  to  be  employed 
or  shall  serve  in  any  warlike  or  mili- 
tary operation,  in  the'  service  of  or 
for  or  under  or  in  aid  of  any  foreign 
prince,  state,  &c. ;  or  accept  or 
agree  to  take  or  accept  any  com- 
mission, warrant,  or  appointment 
as  an  officer,  or  shall  enlist  or  enter 
himself,  or  shall  agree  to  enlist  or 
enter  himself,  to  serve  as  a  sailor 
or  marine,  or  to  be  employed  or 
engaged,  or  shall  serve  in  and  on 
board  any  ship  or  vessel  of  war,  or 
in  and  on  board  any  ship  or  vessel 
used  or  fitted  out,  or  equipped,  or 
intended  to  be  used  for  any  warlike 
purpose,  in  the  service  of  or  for  or 
under  or  in  aid  of  any  foreign 
power,  prince,  state,  &c.;  or  en- 
gage, contract,  or  agree  to  go, 
or  shall  go,  to  any  foreign  state, 
country,  &c.,  with  an  intent  or  in 
order  to  enlist  or  enter  himself  to 
serve,  or  with  intent  to  serve,  in 
any  warlike  or  military  operation 
whatever,  whether  by  land  or  by 
sea,  in  the  service  of  or  for  or  under 
or  in  aid  of  any  foreign  prince, 
state,  &c.«  or  as  an  officer  or  a 
soldier,  or  in  any  other  military 
capacity,  or  as  an  officer  or  sailor, 
or   marine,   in   any  such  ship  or 
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1863. 

Attorney- 
General 
©. 

SiLLIM 

and  Others. 


by  force  of  the  statute  the 
tackle,  &c.y  became  and  were 

▼easel  as  aforesaid,  although  no  en- 
listing money  or  paj  or  reward 
shall  have  been  or  shall  be  in  any 
or  either  of  the  cases  aforesaid  ac- 
tually paid  to  or  received  by  him, 
or  by  any  person  to  or  for  his  use 
or  benefit ;  or  if  any  person  what- 
ever, within  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  or  any 
part  of  his  Majesty's  dominions  else- 
where, &c.,  shall  hire,  retain,  engage, 
or  procure,  or  shall  attempt  or  en- 
deavour  to  hire,  retain,  engage,  or 
procure  any  person  or  persons  what- 
ever to  enlist,  or  enter  or  engage  to 
enlist,  or  to  serve  or  to  he  employed 
in  any  such  service  or  employment 
as  aforesaid,  as  an  officer,  soldier, 
sailor,  or  marine,  either  in  land  or 
sea  service,  for  or  under  or  in  aid 
of  any  foreign  prince,  state,  &c.,  or 
to  go  or  to  agree  to  go  or  embark 
from  any  part  of  his  Majesty's  do- 
minions, for  the  purpose  or  with 
intent  to  be  so  enlisted,  entered, 
engaged,  or  employed  as  aforesaid, 
whether  any  enlisting  money,  pay, 
or  reward  shall  have  been  or  shall  be 
actually  given  or  received,  or  not ; 
in  any  or  either  of  such  cases 
every  person  so  offending  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
&c." 

Then  comes  sect.  7,  the  section  on 
which  the  present  information  was 
framed : — "  That  i^anypenont  with- 
in any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
or  in  any  part  of  his  Majesty's  do- 
minions beyond  the  seas,  shall, 
without  the  leave  and  licence  of  his 
Majesty  for  that  purpose  first  had 
and  obtained  as  aforesaid,  equip,  fur- 
nish, fit  out,  or  arm,  or  attempt  or 


said  ship,  together  with  her 
forfeited. 

endeawur  to  eqnip,iiinu8b,  fit  oat,  or 
arm,  orpnociiretobe  equipped,  fur- 
nished, fitted  out,  or  armed,  or  shall 
knoioingly  aH  aaisif  or  be  eomtrned 
in  the  eqtiipping,  furnishing,  fitting 
out,  or  arming  of  any  ship  or  veHd, 
with  intent  or  m  order  that  such 
ship  or  vessel  shall  be  employed  in 
the  service  of  any  ibraign  prince, 
state,  &c.;  or  shall,  within  the 
United  Kingdom,  or  any  of  his 
Majesty's  dominioni,  &e.,  issue  or 
deliver  any  commission  for  any  ship 
or  vessel,  to  the  intent  that  sudi 
ship  or  vessel  shall  be  employed  u 
aforesaid,  every  such  person  so  of- 
fending shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  &e. ;  and  every  sudi 
ship  or  vessel,  with  the  tackle,  ap- 
parel and  furniture,  together  with 
all  the  materials,  arms,  ammuni- 
tion and  stores  which  may  belong  io 
or  be  on  board  of  any  such  ship  or 
vessel,  shall  be  forfeited." 

And  then  follows  a  clause  whidi 
may  throw  some  light  on  the  prs- 
vious  one. 

**  That  if  any  person  in  any  pirt 
of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  or  in  any  part 
of  his  Majesty's  dominions  beyond 
the  seas,  without  the  leave  and 
licence  of  his  Majesty  for  that  pur- 
pose first  had  and  obtained  at  afore- 
said, shall,  by  adding  to  the  number 
of  the  guns  of  such  vessel,  or  by 
changing  those  on  board  for  other 
guns,  or  by  the  addition  of  any 
equipment  for  war,  increase  or  aug- 
ment, or  procure  to  be  increased  or 
augmented,  or  shall  be  kmnoingly 
concerned  in  increasing  or  augment' 
ing  the  warlike  force  of  any  ship  or 
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The  information  contained  ninety-eight  counts,  and  was 
framed  upon  the  above  section  of  the  statute.    The    Ist 


▼essel  of  war  or  cruiser,  or  other 
armed  vessel,  which  at  the  time  of 
her  arrival  in  any  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  or  any  of  his  Majesty's 
dominions,  was  a  ship  of  war, 
cruiser,  or  armed  vessel  in  the  ser- 
vice of  any  foreign  prince,  state, 
Sec,  every  such  person  so  offend- 
ing shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  &c." 

Such  being  the  text  of  the  sta- 
tute, what  is  its  construction  ?  If 
there  be  any  "  golden  key"  to  the 
construction  of  a  statute,  it  surely 
is  that  offered  by  Lord  Coke,  viz , 
to  consider  the  law  before  the 
statute,  and  the  mitchief  it  was 
proposed  to  remedy.  Now  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  before  the  act, 
it  was  not  only  not  illegal,  but  was 
not  competent  to  the  Crown  to  pro- 
hibit the  building  of  ships  of  war 
(i.  e.,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  fully 
equipped)  for  a  belligerent,  in  a  war 
in  which  this  country  was  neutral. 
In  Fortescue's  Reports,  p.  388, 
there  is  the  following  passage : — 
**  llie  judges  were  ordered  to  attend 
the  House  of  Lords  concerning  the 
building  of  ships  of  force  for  foreign- 
ers; and  the  question  put  to  the 
judges  was,  whether  by  law  the 
King  has  a  power  to  prohibit  the 
building  of  ships  of  war,  or  of  great 
force,  for  foreigners,  in  any  of  his 
Majesty's  dominions;  and  the 
judges  were  all  of  opinion  that  the 
King  had  no  power  to  prohibit  the 
same."  Though,  no  doubt,  our 
courts  would  hold  illegal  any  capture 
of  vessels  of  one  of  the  belligerents 
by  English  ships,  they  being  at 
peace  with  us;  Wallony.  Embury, 


2  Vern.  592.  And  there  can  be 
no  question  that  actual  enliUmeni 
of  British  subjects  for  service  by 
sea  or  land,  in  a  war  between 
two  belligerents  at  amity  with  this 
country,  is  an  offence  at  common 
law,  as  an  encroachment  on  the 
royal  prerogative;  for  if  not,  it 
might  be  carried  to  an  extent  to 
involve  the  nation  in  war.  It 
is  an  essential  part  of  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  Crown  to  have  the 
sole  power  of  making  war.  (2  BL 
Com.  by  Stephen,  513.)  **  For  it 
is  held  by  all  writers  on  the  law  of 
nature  and  of  nations,  that  the 
right  of  making  war^  which  by  na- 
ture subsisted  in  every  individual, 
is  given  up  by  all  private  persons 
that  enter  into  society,  and  is  vested 
in  the  sovereign  power;  and  this 
right  is  given  up  not  only  by  indi- 
viduals, but  by  the  entire  body  of 
people  that  are  under  the  dominion 
of  a  Sovereign."  And  as  any  act 
within  the  realm  assuming  a  power 
which  pertains  only  to  the  royal 
prerogative  is  an  offence  at  common 
law,  an  enlistment  of  troops  in  this 
country  for  a  foreign  power  (which 
is  quite  different  from  merely  serv- 
ing abroad,  which  was  made  an 
offence,  by  several  statutes  (3  Jac. 
1,  c.  4,  9  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  and  29 
Geo.  2y  c.  17),  must  be  such  an 
offence;  and  no  statute  would  be 
necessary  to  render  it  so,  though  it 
would  be  necessary,  to  make  a 
mere  misdemeanor  a  felony. 

It  is  quite  otherwise  of  mere  acts 
of  trade,  even  in  contraband  of  war, 
which  is  no  offence  against  any  pre- 
rogative. And  nothing  is  more  dear 
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count  charged  that  the  claimants,  kc,  on  the  5th  of  April, 
did  equip  the  said  vessel  to  employ  her  in  the  service  of 


than  that  the  King  may  not  issne  a 
proclamation  to  forfeit  the  goods  of 
his  subjects,  for  no  proclamation  in 
itself  will  make  a  law  which  was  not 
before.  (Dal.  Rep.  20,  pi.  II, 
Anon.;  31  Hen.  8,  c.  8.)  The 
King  by  his  proclamation  cannot 
create  any  oflence ;  but  a  thing 
which  is  ptmishable  by  law,  if  the 
King  prohibits  it  by  proclamation 
before  that  he  will  punish  it,  and  so 
to  urarn  his  subjects  of  the  peril  of 
it,  then  this  is  a  circumstance  which 
aggravates  the  oflence.  But  he 
cannot  by  proclamation  make  that 
unlawful  which  wan  permitted  by 
tlie  law  before.  (Case  of  Procla- 
mations, 12  Coke,  75.)  And  so  a 
proclamation  prohibiting  importa- 
tion of  arms  from  France  upon  pain 
of  forfeiture  is  against  law  if  there  is 
no  war  between  the  two  countries. 
(2  Inst  63.)  Hence  it  required  a 
statute  (29  Geo.  2,  c.  16)  to  em- 
power the  Crown  to  issue  a  pro- 
clamation prohibiting  the  exporta- 
tion of  arms  or  ammunition,  and 
authorizing  the  seizure  and  for- 
feiture of  arms  and  ammunition 
shipped  or  laden  afler  such  pro- 
clamation. And  although  to  a 
certain  extent  international  law  is 
recognized  by  the  municipal  law,  it 
should  seem  that  it  is  not  so  where, 
as  in  this  case,  it  would  come  into 
conflict  with  municipal  law ;  the 
latter  allowing  the  equipment  of 
armed  vessels  in  a  neutral  country 
for  sale  to  a  belligerent ;  the  former 
prohibiting  it,  so  far  at  least  as  to 
allow  of  redress  by  seizure  on  the 
seas  as  contraband  of  war.  But 
this  international  law,  it  appears. 


imposed  do  obligation  on  the  nea- 
tral  Sovereign  to  prohibit  such 
trafiic  even  if  he  could  lawfully  doio. 
And  thus  Vattel  lays  it  down  that 
the  subjects  of  a  neutral  power  may 
build  and  sell  armed  ships  to  a 
belligerent.  <*  If  a  nation  trades  in 
arms,  timber  for  shipbailding,  skips, 
and  warlike  stores,  I  cannot  take  it 
amiss  that  it  sells  such  things  to  my 
enemy,  provided  it  does  not  refbss 
to  sell  them  to  me  also  at  a  reason* 
able  price."  (Vattel,  L.  II 1 ,  sect 
110.) 

Accordingly,  a  neutral  power 
does  nothing  by  international  law 
incompatible  with  neutrality  in 
allowing  its  subjects  to  build  and 
equip  vessels  of  war  for  belligerents. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  applied  the  doctrine  of 
Vattel  specifically  to  the  sale  of 
armed  vessels.  **  There  is  nothing 
in  our  laws,  or  in  the  law  of  nationS) 
that  forbids  our  citizens  from  send- 
ing armed  vessels  as  well  as  moni- 
tions of  war  to  foreign  ports  §at 
sale.  It  is  a  commercial  adventnrs 
which  no  nation  is  bomnd  ioprakibOt 
and  which  only  exposes  the  person 
engaged  in  it  to  the  penalty  of 
confiscation."  (7  Wheaton's  Re- 
ports, p.  348.) 

Hence  it  was  laid  down  by 
Chancellor  Kent  (Comment,  VoL 
3,  p.  468):— «'lt  is  agreed  by 
every  civilized  State  that  if  the 
subjects  of  a  neutral  power  shall 
attempt  to  furnish  either  of  the 
belligerent  Sovereigns  with  goods 
contraband  of  war,  the  oChen  may 
rightfully  seize  and  condenm  them 
as  prize.     Bat  we  do  not  know  of 
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And  80  in  a  judgment  delivered 
by  him  in  an  insurance  case  in  the 


any  rule  established  by  the  law  of 
nations,  that  the  neutral  shipper  of 
goods  contraband  of  war  is  an 
offender  against  his  owtl  Sovereign, 
and  liable  to  be  punished  by  the 
municipal  laws  of  his  own  country. 
When  a  neutral  Sovereign  is  no- 
tified of  a  declaration  of  war  he 
may,  and  usually  does,  notify  his 
subjects  of  it,  with  orders  to  decline 
all  contraband  trade  with  the  na- 
tions at  war,  declaring  that  if  they 
are  taken  in  it  he  cannot  protect 
them,  but  not  announcing  the  trade 
as  a  violation  of  his  own  laws. 
Should  their  Sovereign  offer  to 
protect  them,  his  conduct  would  be 
incompatible  with  his  neutrality. 
And  as,  on  the  one  hand,  he  can- 
not complain  of  the  confiscation  of 
his  subjects'  goods,  so,  on  the  other, 
the  Power  at  war  does  not  impute 
to  him  those  practices  of  his  sub- 
jects. A  neutral  merchant  is  not 
obliged  to  regard  the  state  of  war 
between  other  nations,  but  if  he 
ships  goods  prohibited,  jure  belli, 
they  may  be  rightfully  seized  and 
condemned.  As  (i.  e.  if )  the  trans- 
portation is  not  prohibited  by  the 
laws  of  the  neutral  Sovereign,  his 
subject  may  lawfully  be  concerned 
in  it ;  and  as  the  right  of  war  au- 
thorizes a  belligerent  Power  to 
seize  and  condemn  the  goods,  he 
may  rightfully  do  it.  But  we  know 
of  no  case  where  the  neutral  mer- 
chant has  been  punished  by  his 
own  Sovereign  for  his  contraband 
shipments/'  that  is  to  say,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  municipal 
law  of  prohibition.  (Richardwn 
y.  Marine  Insurance  Company ,  6 
Mass.  Rep.  102  (1809). 


Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in 
1799  :—**  On  the  first  point,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  contraband  goods 
were  lawful  goods,  and  that  what- 
ever is  not  prohibited  to  be  exported 
by  the  positive  law  of  the  country,  is 
lawfuL    It  may  be  said,  that  the  law 
of  nations  is  part  of  the  municipal 
law  of  the  land,  and  that,  by  that 
law,  contraband  trade  is  prohibited 
to  neutrals,  and,  consequently  un- 
lawful. This  reasoning  is  not  desti- 
tute of  force,  but  the  fact  is,  that 
the  law  of  nations  does  not  declare 
the  trade  to  be  unlawful.     It  only 
authorizes  the  seizure  of  the  con- 
traband articles  by  the  belligerent 
Powers;    and  this    it   does  from 
necessity.      A  neutral  nation  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  war,  and  is 
under  no  moral  obligation  to  aban- 
don or  abridge  its  trade ;  and  yet,  at 
the  same  time,  from  the  law  of 
necessity,  as  Vattel  observes,  the 
Powers  at  war  have  a  right  to  seize 
and    confiscate     the     contraband 
goods,  and  this  they  may  do  on  a 
principle  of  self-defence.  The  right 
of  the  hostile  Powers  to  seize,  this 
same  very  moral  and  correct  writer 
continues  to  observe,  does  not  de- 
stroy the  right  of  the  neutral  to 
transport.    The  trade  by  a  neutral, 
in  articles  contraband  of  war,  is, 
therefore,  a  lawful  trade,  though  a 
trade,  from  necessity,  subject  to 
inconveniences  and  loss  ;*'  that  is, 
as  is  implied  in  the  first  sentence, 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  muni- 
cipal law  of  prohibition.   {Seion  v. 
LoWf   Johnson's    Cases,   Vol.  I., 
p.l.) 
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States  of  America.   The  2Dd  count  chained  that  the  claim- 
aulB  on  the  same  day  did  equip  the  said  vessel  to  employ 


Aeoording  to  this,  therefore,  it 
would  teem  then,  that  the  dtizetu 
of  a  neutral  State  might  even  send 
armed  Teseels,  as  well  as  other 
munitioos  of  war,  to  foreign  ports 
Ibr  sale,  subject  to  the  right  of 
Mixure  in  trantita. 

The  remedy  was  the  right  of 
•eisnre;  the  tests  of  which  were 
thus  laid  down  : — '*  Here  was  an 
avowed  intention  of  going  to  sell  a 
ship  to  a  belligerent,  which,  in 
tinie  of  war,  is  at  least  a  very 
■uspidous  act,  and  to  do  a  great 
deal  more,  to  sell  a  ship  which  the 
neutral  owner  knew  to  be  pecu- 
liariy  adapted  for  purposes  of  war, 
and  with  a  declared  intention  that 
it  would  be  hoetilely  employed 
i^nst  this  country.  It  cannot 
surely,  under  any  point  of  view, 
but  be  considered  as  a  very  hostile 
act  to  be  carrying  a  supply  of  a 
moat  powerful  instrument  of  mis- 
chief of  contraband  ready  made 


in  which  no  doobt  existed  as 
to  the  character  of  the  tcskIs,  or 
the  purpose  for  whidi  they  were 
Intended  to  be  sold." 

This,  it  will  be  obaenredy  was 
before  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act, 
the  first  act  which  q>plied  to  ships 
of  war.  According  to  these  autho- 
rities it  would  seem,  that,  before 
that  act,  an  armed  ship  owned  by 
an  Englishman,  and  sailing  under 
the  EngKsh  flag,  might  be  sent  f<v 
sale  to  a  belligerent,  bat,  being 
contraband  of  war,  it  was  liable  to 
be  seixed  on  the  high  sea%  whfle 
on  its  way  to  its  destinatioD.  Bat 
if,  now,  the  armed  ship  n  buOt  by  a 
British  ship-bailder,  on  account  of 
one  of  the  belligerents^  whether  or 
not  it  is  to  be  fiilly  equipped  and 
commissioned  by  that  belligerent 
in  the  British  harbour,  but  eidier 
immediately  after  she  kavet  the 
harbour  or  elsewhere  in  tome  dis- 
tant  port,   the  queatioa  tben  is^ 
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its  own  territory  ?  And  whether  the 
selfsaroe  tests  are  not  to  be  applied 
to  the  construction  of  the  municipal 
law  as  had  already  been  applied  to 
the  operation  of  the  international  law 
on  the  subject,  and  the  application 
of  the  only  remedy  it  allowed  in  such 
cases — seizure  in  tratuiiu;  that  is 
to  say,  whether  the  tests  are  not, 
in  the  words  of  Lord  Stowell, 
«  whether  the  vessels  are  such  that 
the  neutral  owner  knew  to  be 
peculiarly  adapted  for  the  pur- 
poses of  war."  Or,  in  the  words 
of  Sir  Christopher  Robinson, 
"cases  in  which  no  doubt  existed 
as  to  the  character  of  the  vessels, 
or  the  purposes  for  which  they  were 
intended  to  be  sold." 

Such  being  the  law  as  laid  down 
both  by  British  and  American  au- 
thorities on  the  subject,  viz.,  that 
it  was  no  offence  against  the  law 
of  the  neutral  country  to  build  and 
equip  vessels  of  war  to  a  bellige- 
rent ;  and  ships  being  no  exception 
to  the  principle,  the  mischief  of  the 
statute,  to  be  gathered  from  the 
preamble,  was,  {vide  ante,  p.  647,) 
the  Jilting  out,  and  equipping,  and 
arming  veaelt,  by  his  Majesty's 
saljects,  for  warlike  operations  in 
or  against  the  dominions  of  a  fo- 
reign prince ;  and  that  **  the  law 
was  not  effectual  for  the  prevention 
of  this.  Thus,  then,  the  act,  al- 
though penal  in  its  form,  is  really 
remedial,  and  its  policy  is  pre- 
vemiion.  And  its  scope  is  to  inter- 
pose by  prevention  as  $oon  at  pot- 
ubUf  and  the  moment  the  intent 
was  shown.  For  this  purpose  it  fol- 
lows the  precedent  of  the  act  as  to 


arms  and  ammunition,  and  gives  a 
power  of  seizure ;  and,  throughout, 
its  provisions  are  studiously  framed 
so  as  to  overreach  and  apply  to 
even  all  inchoate   and   imperfect 
acts  tending  to  the  object  it  was 
desired  to  prevent^  and  to  render 
liable  all  persons  in  any  way  know- 
ingly concerned  in  or  assisting  the 
object    The  words  used  are  the 
very  largest  that  could  possibly  be 
employed,  and  already  used  in  sta- 
tutes relating  to  the  customs,  and 
which  have  received  a  very  large 
and  potent  construction ;  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Tomptett,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
177.  It  was  there  held,  that  hiring 
a  hoy   to  take    foreign    silk    on 
board,  was  being  concerned  in  the 
unshipment  of  it,  although  that  was 
on  the  open  sea  out  of  the  United 
Kingdom.    So  that  it  is  clear  that 
those  words  were  used  in  order  to 
hit  any  act  of  knowingly  assisting 
the  prohibited  object ;  and  the  case 
cited  suggests  a  strong  reason  for  a 
power  of  seizure  before  the  equip- 
ment should  be  actually  completed 
or    even     commenced;    for    that 
might  be,  and  on  the  evidence  it  ap- 
peared in  another  case  actually  had 
been,  commenced,  carried  on  and 
completed  on  the  high  seas,  out  of 
the  common  law  jurisdiction  of  the 
Courts  of  this  country,  and  beyond 
the  power  even  of  the  "  silver  oar" 
of  the  Admiralty.     Unless  the  act, 
therefore,  gave  a  power  to  seize  a 
vessel    6tit7/    for    equipment,    it 
would  (as  the  evidence  in  this  case 
showed)  be  utterly  powerless  for  its 
avowed  object,  the  prevention  of 
the  equipment    The  question  is, 
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of  the  United  States  of  America.    The  3rd  count  charged 
that  the  claimants,  kc,  did  equip  the  vessel  with  intent  to 


whether  the  terms  of  the  act,  on  a 
fair  coDstniction,  give  the  necessary 
power? 

No  doubt  the  mere  building  a 
ship  not  at  all  designed  for  equip- 
ment is  not  prohibited.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  not  the  equipping 
only  which  is  proscribed,  but  ani/ 
aatutance  knowingly  given  thereto ; 
and  that  not  merely  if  with  the  in- 
tent, but  in  order  to  the  use  of  the 
▼etsel  by  the  belligereut  for  war : 
provided  only,  the  assistance  is 
knowingly  given  in  order  to  that 
end.  So  that,  in  the  case  of  a  ves- 
sel seized  in  an  incomplete  state 
before  equipment,  the  question 
would  be,  whether  the  owner  had 
knowingly  assisted  her  equipment 
for  war,  in  order  to  its  use  for  war 
by  a  belligerent ;  which  would  re- 
quire that, — knowing  the  vessel  was 
to  be  for  a  belligerent,  (which,  if  it 
were  fit  for  war,  would  of  course 
raise  the  inference  that  it  was  for 
use  by  the  bolligerent  far  war,) — 


bring  the  case  within  the  statute. 
This  may  partly  depend  upon  its 
terms,  and  partly  upon  the  general 
principles  of  law  as  applied  to  ille- 
gality, and  especially  to  the  amount 
of  privity  or  participation  by  one 
party  in  the  illegal  purpose  of 
another,  which,  at  common  law, 
fixes  or  afiects  the  party  with  the 
illegality  of  such  purpose. 

The  statute  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  drawn  with  knowledge 
of  and  reference  to  the  state  of  in- 
ternational law  on  the  subject,  and 
also  the  principles  of  our  own 
municipal  law  as  to  illegality  in 
general.  And  it  had  been  well 
established  in  our  law,  that,  in 
order  to  afiect  one  party  to  a  coo- 
tract  with  illegality,  he  mnst  not 
only  know  of  the  intention  on  the 
other  side  to  carry  out  the  ill^al 
object,  but  do  some  act  on  his  own 
part,  for  the  purpote  of  the  Ol^al 
object;  t.  e.,  intended,  and  wfhiek 
could  only  be  intended,  to  carry  Jl 
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cases  as  to  ships,  bearing  no  dis- 
tant analogy  to  the  present,  decided 
just  before  this  act  passed;  Haves 
▼.  Bush,  5  Ta.  523  (the  case  of 
a  broker  getting  a  charter  for  a 
ship  meant  to  be  sent  on  an  illegal 
▼oyage) ;  Danhy  v.  Newtorif  6  Ta. 
546,  tl^  case  of  a  voyage  known 
by  the  master  to  be  contrary  to  sta- 
tute. So  where  an  agreement  for 
the  employment  of  a  ship,  on  the 
Jace  of  it  purported  to  be  for  em- 
ployment in  the  exportation  of  mi- 
litary stores  to  South  America, 
contrary  to  order  in  council ;  Bol- 
land  y.  Hall,  1  B.  &  A.  53.  So 
it  was  held  that  the  charterer  of  a 
ship  from  L.  to  B.  and  back  could 
not  plead  to  an  action  brought 
against  him  by  the  owner  on  the 
charter-party  for  not  providing  a 
toflScient  cargo  at  B.,  that  the  ship 
sailed  on  the  voyage  from  L.  with- 
out convoy,  contrary  to  the  43  Geo. 
3,  c.  57,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
privy  to  and  knew  the  same :  it  not 
being  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  of  entering  into 
the  contract  to  violate  the  regula- 
tions of  that  act ;  Wilson  v.  Fode- 
ringham,  1  M.  &  S.  468.  So  in 
two  cases,  which  in  some  degree 
collaterally  related  to  the  legality 
of  raising  loans  for  the  express  and 
avowed  purpose  of  assisting  the 
subjects  of  a  foreign  State  in  amity 
with  this  county  to  throw  offits  yoke, 
De  Witg  V.  Hendricks,  2  Bing. 
315,  and  Yrisarv  v.  Clement,  3 
Bing.  433,  in  both  of  which  it 
seemed  to  be  considered  (after  the 
passing  of  this  act,  but  without  ad- 
verting to  it,  and  dealing  with  the 
VOL.  III.  H 


question  at  common  law  as  em- 
bodying international  law),  that 
such  loans  would  be  illegal,  there 
was  only  the  expression  of  a  judi- 
cial opinion  on  a  collateral  point ; 
and'it  was  rested,  in  each  case,  on  the 
avowed  and  express  purpose  to  carry 
out  the  design  (assumed  to  be  il- 
legal) of  assisting  the  insurgents 
by  means  of  money ;  so  that  the 
cases  are  quite  in  accordance  with 
the  above  principle  of  law. 

But  where  it  is  shown  the  only 
effect  of  the  supply  of  the  articles 
must,  from  their  own  nature,  have 
been  to  assist  in  the  furtherance  of 
the  unlawful  object,  as  in  the  in- 
stance of  drugs  supplied  to  a  brewer, 
which  he  is  prohibited  from  using 
in  his  beer ;  Langton  v.  Hughes,  1 
M.  &  S.  593  (cited  by  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  in  De  Begnis  y.  Armistead, 
10  Bing.  110,  and  by  Lord  Cot- 
TENHAM,  C.  J.y  in  Ewingv,  Osbal- 
diston,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  86).  Thus, 
therefore,  the  merely  selling  goods, 
knowing  that  the  buyer  intends  to 
apply  them  to  an  illegal  trade,  is 
not  affected  by  h\»  illegal  purpose ; 
Hodgson  v.  Temple,  5  Ta.  181 ;  but 
if  the  very  purpose  of  the  transac- 
tion  on  both  sides  is  the  illegal 
purpose,  as  where  a  man  lets  lodg- 
ings to  a  woman  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  her  to  carry  on  prostitu- 
tion (Appleton  y.  CampbeU,  2  C.  & 
P.  347),  there,  it  is  affected  by  the 
illegality.  And  whether  it  is  or 
not  would  seem,  according  to  the 
cases,  to  depend  upon  whether  the 
contract,  or  the  nature  of  the  article 
itself,  discloses  that  it  must  be  and 
can  only  be  intended  for  the  illegal 
Y  P.P. 
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with  intent  to  cruise  against  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  of  America.    The  5th,  charged  that  the  claimants 


purpose.  As  in  The  Gas  Light 
Company  v.  Turner,  6  B.  N.  C.  324, 
where  the  lease  was  executed  by 
both  parties  for  the  express  purpuse 
of  carrying  out  the  illegal  purpose; 
or  RUckie  v.  Smith,  6  C.  B.  475, 
where  from  the  agreement  itself  it 
WM  apparent  that  the  parties  con- 
templated the  breach  of  the  law, 
and  the  reward  the  plaintiff  was  to 
receive  was  partly  for  facilitating 
the  unlawful  purpose.  Thus,  again, 
in  Dt  Begnis  y.  Armistead,  10  Bing. 
110,  money  paid  for  the  express 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  illegal 
object  was  held  to  be  irrecoverable 
by  reason  of  illegality ;  and  so  as 
to  money  paid  fur  dresses  for  the 
very  purpou  of  their  being  used  in 
tm  unlicensed  theatre.  So  that  the 
ratio  decidendo  seems  to  be,  know- 
ingly assisting  in  the  illegal  pur- 
poee;  and  the  definition  of  that 
seems  to  be,  doing  something  which 
could  only  have  that  effect. 

According  to   the    principle  of 


and  looking  at  the  avowed  policy 
and  scope  of  the  statute  of  prevof 
tion,  and  at  the  words  employed, 
*'  knowingly  assisting  to  equip  in 
order  to,  &c.,"  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther, if  there  was  evidence  to  show 
that  the  vessel  was  being  6in7/  for 
a  belligerent,  (with  or  without  any 
precedent  contract,)  in  such  a  way 
as  that  its  owners  and  builders  most 
have  known  it  was  being  fitted  or 
made  fit  for  equipment,  and  so  as 
that,  without  any  further  fitting  out, 
or  any  alteration  or  addition,  it  could 
at  once  receive  guns  on  board, 
whether  that  would  not  be  know- 
ingly assisting  to  equip.  As  to 
which  it  may  be  observed,  that  it 
is  obvious  the  act  contemplated 
seizure  before  any  arms  or  ammu- 
nition were  on  board,  and  the 
seizure  also  of  materials,  for  it  ex- 
pressly provides  that  it  may  be 
seized,  <<  with«  all  the  material% 
arms  and  ammunition"  which  nay 
belong  to  her,  whether  or  not  oo 
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did  equip  the  vessel  to  employ  her  in  the  service  of  persons 
exercising  powers  of  government  over  Confederate  States 
of  America,  with  intent  to  cruise  against  the  Republic  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  The  6th  count  charged 
that  the  claimants  did  equip  the  vessel  with  intent  to 
employ  her  in  the  service  of  persons  exercising  powers  of 
government  over  the  Confederate  States  of  America,  with 
intent  to  cruise  against  the  citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  The  7th  count  charged  that 
the  claimants  did  equip  the  vessel  with  intent  to  employ 
her  in  the  service  of  persons  exercising  powers  of  govern- 
ment over  part  of  a  certain  foreign  people,  with  intent  to 
cruise,  &c.,  to  wit,  against  the  Republic  of  the  United 
States  of  America.  The  8th  count  charged  that  the  claim- 
ants did  equip  the  vessel  to  employ  her  in  the  service  of 
persons  exercising  powers  of  government  over  part  of  a 
certain  foreign  people,  with  intent  to  cruise,  &c.,  to  wit, 
against  citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  The  9th  count  to  the  16th  count  charged  the 
same  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying,  *'  furnish,"  instead  of 
"equip."  The  17th  count  to  the  24th  count  charged  the 
same  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying,  "  fit  out,"  instead  of 
**  equip."  The  25th  count  to  the  32nd  count  charged  the 
tame  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying,  ''  attempt  aud  en- 
deavour to  equip,"  instead  of  *'  equip."  The  33rd  count  to 
the  40th  count  charged  the  same  as  the  first  eight  counts, 
saying,  "  attempt  and  endeavour  to  furnish,"  instead  of 
"equip."  The  41st  count  to  the  48th  count  charged  the 
same  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying,  "  attempt  and  en- 
deavour to  fit  out,"  instead  of  "  equip."  The  49th  count 
to  the  56th  count  charged  the  same  as  the  first  eight  counts, 
saying,  "  did  procure  to  be  furnished,"  instead  of  "  equip." 
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SiLLIM 

and  Otheni. 


ping  of  the  vessel  ?  As  the  learned 
Loud  Chief  Baron  gave  no  spe- 
cific directions  on  that  point,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  he  thought 
the  evidence  did  not  raise  the  point, 

Y  Y 


or  that  it  was  not  the  case  of  the 
Crown,  or  that  it  was  involved  in 
the  question  he  put  to  the  jury ;  as 
to  which,  however,  quarts  whether 
it  would  be  so  understood. 
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The  65th  count  to  72n(]  count  charged  the  same  as  the  first 
eight  counts,  saying, ''  did  procure  to  be  fitted  out/'  instead 
of  "  equip."  The  73rd  count  to  the  80th  count  charged 
the  same  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying  **  did  knowingfy 
aid,  assist  and  he  concerned  in  etpiipping**  instead  of  **  equip," 
with  intent  that  she  should  be  employed  in  the  service,  &c., 
with  intent  to  cruise,  &c.,  ut  supra.  The  81st  count  to  the 
88th  count  charged  the  same  as  the  first  eight  counts, 
saying,  '*  did  knowingly  aid,  assist  and  be  concerned  in 
furnishing,'*  instead  of  "equip."  The  89th  count  to  the  96th 
count  charged  the  same  as  the  first  eight  counts,  saying, 
"  did  knowingly  aid,  assist  and  be  concerned  in  fitting  out,"* 
instead  of  ''equip."  The  97th  count  charged  that  the 
claimants  did  attempt  to  fit  out  the  said  vessel  to  employ 
her  in  the  service  of  persons  exercising  powers  of  govern- 
ment over  part  of  a  certain  foreign  people  as  a  transport  or 
storeship  against  the  Republic  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  The  98th  and  last  count  charged  that  the  claim* 
ants  did  equip,  furnish  and  fit  out,  and  did  attempt  and 
endeavour  to  equip,  furnish  and  fit  out,  and  did  procure  to 
be  equipped,  furnished  and  fitted  out,  and  did  knowingly 
assist  and  be  concerned  in  the  equipping,  furnishing  and 
fitting  out  of  the  said  vessel,  with  intent  to  employ  her  in 
the  service  of  certain  foreign  states  and  of  divers  persons 
styling  themselves  Confederate  States  of  America,  and  of 
persons  exercising  powers  of  government  over  part  of  a 
certain  foreign  people,  as  a  transport  or  storeship,  with 
intent  to  cruise  against  the  Republic,  and  also  against 
citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the  United  States  of  America. 

To  these  counts  the  claimants  pleaded  that  the  said  ship 
or  vessel,  furniture,  tackle  and  apparel,  did  not,  nor  did  any 
or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  become  nor  is  the 
same  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  forfeited 
for  the  several  supposed  causes  in  the  said  information 
mentioned,  or  for  any  or  either  of  them  in  manner  or  form 
as  by  the  said  information  is  charged. 
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Sir  W.  Atherton,  A.-G.,  Sir  jR.  Palmer,  S.-G.,  Sir  i2. 
Phillimore,  Q.A.,  Locke,  Q.C.,  and  Thomas  Jones,  for  the 
Crown. 

Sir  fl^M^rA  Cairns,  Karslake,  Q.C.,  Mellish,  Q C,  and 
Kemplay,  for  the  claimants. 

Although  the  information  contained  the  names  of  twelve 
persons,  five  only  appeared,  namely,  Sillim,  Preston  (as 
Fawcett,  Preston  &  Co.),  Jacob  Willink,  David  Wilson 
Thomas  and  William  Thompson. 

Sir  W.  Atherton,  A.  G.,  in  stating  the  case  for  the  Crown, 
said  that  the  vessel  was  in  the  possession  of  Millers,  the 
builders,  when  seized,  and  Fawcett,  Preston  &  Co.,  the 
engineers,  had  claimed  her  as  owners.  The  case  for  the 
Crown  was,  that  she  was  built  in  many  respects  differently 
from  vessels  employed  in  the  merchant  service ;  and  it 
would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether,  having  regard  to  the 
vessel  itself  and  its  materials,  the  vessel  had  been  fitted  for 
the  merchant  service  or  for  warlike  purposes.  The  building 
of  the  vessel  had  proceeded  so  far  as  to  leave  no  reasonable 
doubt  that  her  destination  was  wai  like.  The  charge  against 
the  defendants  was,  that  the  Alexandra  was  so  built  as  to 
be  fitted  to  be  equipped,  or  attempted  to  be  equipj)ed,  for 
hostile  use  against  the  government  and  citizens  of  a  State 
with  whom  her  Majesty  was  at  peace.  It  would  be  proved 
that  such  was  the  character  of  the  vessel,  and  that  the 
builders  and  engineers  were  in  such  communication  with  the 
co-defendants  Bullock,  Tessier,  and  Frazer  &  Co.,  agents  of 
the  Confederate  States,  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  the  vessel 
was  meant  for  them.  Adverting  to  the  case  of  the  Ala- 
bama, a  well-known  Confederate  cruiser,  he  said  it  was  a 
matter  of  common  history,  now,  that  that  vessel  had  been 
procured  at  Liverpool,  that  she  left  that  port  without  any 
armament,  and  subsequently  obtained  one  on  the  sea.  And 
it  would  be  proved  (a)  that  the  Oreto,  or  Florida,  another 

(a)  This  head  of  evidence, — the  same  yard  for  the  belligerent  Power, 
building  of  other  gun-boats  at  the      — would  have  raised,  if  objected  to, 
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Confederate  cruiser^  had  been  built  by  the  defendants, 
and  that  the  vessel  now  in  question  was  built  in  a  aimilar 
manner. 

In  June,  1861,  war  broke  out  between  the  GovemmeDt 
or  the  United  States  and  several  of  the  Southern  States  of 
the  Union,  called  the  Confederate  States,  who  had  been 
recognized  by  the  British  Government  as  belligerents. 


a  rather  nice  question  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  of  previous 
offences  of  the  same  kind  committed 
by  defendants,  or  tome  of  the  de- 
fendants, on  an  indictment.  Here 
it  will  be  observed  several  of  the 
defendants  (Bullock,  &c.)  were 
proved  to  have  been  connected  with 
the  A labama^aud  Millers  and  Pres- 
tons  were  noly  while  Millers  were 
shown  to  have  been  connected  with 
the  Oreto  and  Prestons  were  not 
No  doubt,  as  against  Bullock,  &c., 
the  evidence  as  to  the  Alabama 
would  be  admissible,  as  showing  a 
design  to  aid  the  Confederates,  and 
an  agency  for  them,  in  pursuance 
of  which  the  Alexandra  might  be 
supposed  to  be  ordered.  And  sup- 
posing evidence  of  a  common  de- 
sign in  the  pretent  instance, — evi- 
dence admissible  against  one  might 
be  admissible  against  others.  As 
to  the  admissibility  against  a  de- 
fendant of  evidence  of  former  at- 
tempts or  offences  of  the  same  kind, 
ordinarily  it  must  relate  to  the  same 
person  or  property ;  as  attempts  to 
shoot  the  same  person,  or  hum  the 
same  person's  property;  11.  v. 
Voke,  R.  &  R.  53;  R.  v.  Dosxtt, 
2  C.  &  K.  306 ;  R.  v.  Geering,  18 
L.  J.,  M.  C.  215,  cited  in  R,  v. 
Gamer,  pott,  (Midland  Circuit). 
But  the  instances  of  coining  or 
forging   are    more    analogous    to 


the  present;  and,  in  the  com- 
mon case  of  uttering  fotged  coin, 
it  can  be  shown  that  there  were 
such  utterings  on  former  oeeamooM, 
as  evidetice  of  guilijf  knawUdgt^ 
otherwise  if  a  different  party,  on  a 
tubteqnent  occasion.  {Per  Loao 
Campbell,  C.  J.,  K.  ▼.  OcUy,  20 
L.  J.,  M.  C.  198.)  The  rule  which 
has  prevailed  in  the  case  of  indict^ 
ments  for  uttering  forged  notes^ 
of  allowing  evidence  to  be  given  of 
the  uttering  of  foTged  notes  to  dif- 
ferent persons — has  gone  to  great 
lengths.  Ihid.  Vide  Prescoti  v. 
FUnn,  9  Bhig.  23  As  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  such  evidence  against 
the  other  defendants,  that  would 
seem  to  depend,  as  in  the  case  of 
conspiracy,  on  the  evidence  of  a 
common  design ;  R,  v.  Blake,  6  Q.  E 
Rep.  126,  cited  in  notes  to  Diekaon 
V.  Combermere,  ante,  p.  571.  And, 
in  the  present  case,  that  would  ap- 
pear to  turn  upon  the  buHd  and 
make  of  the  vessel,  and  the  know- 
ledge that  must  have  conveyed 
as  to  her  real  destination,  and  the 
design  for  warlike  equipment  This, 
as  it  was  the  main  question  in  the 
case  {vide  ante,  p.  655),  to  seemi 
to  be  that  on  which  all  questions  of 
evidence  which  arose  in  the  course 
of  the  case  must  really  turn.  Et 
vide  Clapham  v.  Langton,  ante,  p. 
626. 
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On   the    13th   May,    1861,  a  Royal   Proclamation  is-        1863. 
sued — 

Victoria  R. 

Whereas  we  are  happily  at  peace  with  all  Soyereigns,  Powers,  and 
States: 

And  whereas  hostilities  have  unhappily  commenced  between  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  certain  States  styling 
themselves  "  The  Confederate  States  of  America:" 

And  whereas  we,  being  at  peace  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  have  declared  our  Royal  determination  to  maintain  a  strict  and 
impartial  neutrality  in  the  contest  between  the  said  contending  parties : 

We  therefore  have  thought  fit,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  our  Privy 
Council,  to  issue  this  our  Royal  Proclamation  : 

And  we  do  hereby  strictly  charge  and  command  all  our  loving  subjects 
to  observe  a  strict  neutrality  in  and  during  the  aforesaid  hostilities,  and  to 
abstain  from  violating  or  contravening  either  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the 
realm  in  this  behalf,  or  the  law  of  nations  in  relation  thereto,  as  they  will 
answer  to  the  contrary  at  their  peril. 

[The  Proclamation  here  recited  the  Act.] 

Now,  in  order  that  none  of  our  subjects  may  unwarily  render  them- 
selves liable  to  the  penalties  imposed  by  the  said  statute,  we  do  hereby 
strictly  command,  that  no  person  or  persons  whatsoever  do  commit  any 
act,  matter,  or  thing  whatsoever  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute,  upon  pain  of  the  several  penalties  by  the  said  statute  imposed,  and 
of  our  high  displeasure. 

And  we  do  hereby  further  warn  all  our  loving  subjects,  and  all  persons 
whatsoever  entitled  to  our  protection,  that  if  any  of  them  shall  presume, 
in  contempt  of  this  our  Royal  Proclamation,  and  of  our  high  displeasure, 
to  do  any  acts  in  derogation  of  their  duty,  as  subjects  of  a  neutral  Sove- 
reign, in  the  said  contest,  or  in  violation  or  contravention  of  the  law  of 
nations  in  that  behalf — as,  for  example  and  more  especially,  by  entering 
into  the  military  service  of  either  of  the  said  contending  parties  as  com- 
missioned or  non-commissioned  officers  or  soldiers;  or  by  serving  as 
officers,  sailors,  or  marines  on  board  any  ship  or  vessel  of  war  or  trans- 
port of  or  in  the  service  of  either  of  the  said  contending  parties ;  or  by 
serving  as  officers,  sailors,  or  marines,  on  board  any  privateer  bearing 
letters  of  marque  of  or  from  cither  of  the  said  contending  parties  ;  or  by 
engaging  to  go  or  going  to  any  place  beyond  the  seas  with  intent  to  en- 
list or  engage  in  any  such  service,  or  by  procuring,  or  attempting  to  pro- 
cure, within  her  Majesty's  dominions,  at  home  or  abroad,  others  to  do  so; 
or  by  fitting  out,  arming,  or  equipping  any  ship  or  vessel  to  be  employed 
as  a  ship  of  war  or  privateer  or  transport,  by  either  of  the  said  contending 
parties ;  or  by  breaking,  or  endeavouring  to  break,  any  blockade  lawfully 
and  actually  established  by  or  on  behalf  of  either  of  the  said  contending 
parties;  or  by  carrying  officers,  soldiers,  despatches,  arms,  military  stores, 
or  materials,  or  any  article  or  articles  considered  and  deemed  to  be  con- 
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traband  of  war  according  to  the  law  or  modern  usage  of  nations,  for  the 
use  or  service  of  either  of  the  said  contending  parties,  all  persons  so  offend- 
ing  will  incur  and  be  liable  to  the  several  penalties  and  penal  consequences 
by  the  said  statute,  or  by  the  law  of  nations,  in  that  behalf  imposed  or 
denounced. 

And  we  do  hereby  declare  that  all  our  subjects  and  persons  entitled  to 
our  protection  who  may  misconduct  themselves  in  the  premises  will  do  so 
at  their  peril  and  of  their  own  wrong,  and  that  they  will  in  nowise  obtain 
any  protection  from  us  against  any  liabilities  or  penal  consequences,  but 
will,  on  the  contrary,  incur  our  high  displeasure  by  such  misconduct  (a). 

The  ship  was  built  by  the  defendants  Millers,  at  Liver- 
pool, launched  in  March  last,  and  was  then  taken  into  a 
yard  of  theirs  to  be  fitted  up,  where  she  was  in  course  of 
being  fitted  when  she  was  seized,  having  already  had  her 
boilers  put  on  board  by  the  co-defendants  Fawcett,  Preston 
&Co. 

The  evidence  may  be  divided  into  two  heads  : — 

First,  to  show  that  the  vessel  was  being  built  for  the 
purpose  of  warlike  equipment. 

Secondly,  to  show  that  she  was,  at  some  stage  or  other 
of  her  construction,  meant  for  the  Confederate  States. 

On  the  first  head  of  evidence,  Mr.  Green,  an  eminent 
ship  builder,  who  had  seen  the  ship  since  seizure,  gave 
evidence  that  her  bulwarks  were  formed  differently  from 
any  vessel  other  than  a  vessel  of  war.     The  rudder  was 
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like  pursers'  or  medical  officers'  rooms.     The  deck  beams 
were  closer  together  than  is  usual  in  merchant  vessels. 

Sir  JR.  Phillimore  proposed  to  ask  the  witness,  as  an 
expert,  for  what  purpose  the  ship  seemed  to  be  intended. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns  objected. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  held  the  question  inadmissible  (a). 

Captain  E.  A.  Englefield,  of  the  Royal  Navy,  who  also 
had  examined  the  Alexandra  since  her  seizure  stated,  that 
she  was  strongly  h\x\\if  certainly  not  for  mercantile  purposes. 
She  would  be  usable  for  a  yacht,  and  easily  convertible  for 
the  purposes  of  war.  She  had  accommodation  for  men 
and  officers  such  as  would  he  required  in  war.  Her  stow- 
age was  only  sufficient  for  provisions  for  her  crew,  as- 
suming a  crew  of  thirty-two.  Her  build  was  quite  capable 
of  being  converted  into  a  man-of-war y  but  when  he  saw  her 
she  had  no  appearance  of  preparations  for  guns.  There 
would,  however,  he  said,  be  no  difficulty  in  adding  those 
preparations  ;  they  could  be  easily  added.  She  might  be 
fitted  with  two  or  three  pivot  guns.  She  would  probably 
carry  three  guns,  differing  in  size.  The  bulwarks  were  not 
of  the  same  description  as  those  in  the  British  service. 
With  certain  kinds  of  guns  the  bulwarks  would  allow  of 
being  fired  over. 

Cross-examined  :  the  witness  said   there  was  no  diffi^r- 
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(a)  In  Reg,  v.  Bemardf  1  F.  & 
F.  247,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  suggested 
that  scientific  witnesses  might  be 
asked  as  to  the  character  of  the 
grenades,  whether  adapted  to  kill, 
&c.  That,  probably,  was  what  was 
meant  as  the  gist  of  the  question  in 
the  present  case,  though  \tsjbmt 
might  be  questionable.  The  wit- 
nets,  having  stated  specific  facts 
tending  to  a  conclusion,  might  be 
asked,  was  the  vessel,  in  your 
opinion,  built  as  a  ship  of  war  is 
built  ?  or  "  built  for  warlike  equip- 
ment, or  was  to  be  fitted  for  such 


equipment."  That,  however,  ap- 
pears to  be  the  effect  of  the  evi- 
dence of  this  and  the  next  witness. 
In  Claphamv.  Langtorif  vide  ante, 
p.  626,  it  was  held  that  the  mere 
dimensions  of  a  ship  might  be  suf- 
ficient notice  to  underwriters  that 
it  could  not  be  meant  for  ocean 
navigation.  So,  surely  the  hold  of 
a  vessel  may  show  that  its  builders 
and  owners  know  it  is  to  be  equip- 
ped for  war,  and  are  building  it  for 
wariike  equipment.  Is  not  that 
**  knowingly  assisting  to  equip"  her 
or  fit  her  out,  with  intent,  &c.  t 
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ence  between  these  cabins  and  such  as  would  be  used  for 
a  yacht 

A  ship  carpenter  stated  that  he  saw  the  Alexandra  in 
March  last^and  said  the  bulwarks  were  stronger  and  lower 
than  in  a  merchant  ship,  and  that  he  did  not  consider  the 
vessel  qualified  for  mercantile  purposes,  but  that  she  was 
adapted  for  war  purposes.  She  was,  he  said,  adapted 
for  a  gun-boat. 

Evidence  was  given  that  gun-carriages  were  made  in 
the  defendants'  yard,  and  that  guns  were  sent  down  while 
the  Alexandra  was  being  built;  but  the  witnesses  could 
not  state  for  what  vessel  they  were  intended,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  other  gun-boats  were  constructed  in  their 
yard,  especially  the  Oreto,  or  Florida,  and  the  Phan- 
torn,  which  were  building  at  the  same  time  as  the  Alex- 
andra. 

Evidence  was  also  given  that  these  two  vessels  were 
gun-boats  like  the  Alabama  in  the  service  of  the  Con- 
federate States,  and  that  the  Alexandra  was  like  them,  and 
that  Government  gun-boats  were  built  at  the  same  yard, 
and  that  the  Alexandra  was  also  like  them.  One  wit- 
ness (Carter)  said  guns  and  gun  carriages  were  being 
made  for  the  Alexandra,  but  they  could  not  be  identified. 
And  evidence  was  given  that  the  Alabama,  a  notorious 
Confederate  cruiser,  had  been  built  at  the  yard  of  ano- 
ther builder,  at  Birkenhead,  and,  though  she  had  no  arma- 
ment on  board,  yet  received  her  armament  at  sea  (a),  and 
at  once  hoisted  the  Confederate  flag. 

As  to  the  second  head  of  evidence,  to  show  that  the  ves* 
sel  was  meant  by  the  owners  for  use  by  the  Confederate 
States,  evidence  was  given  that  Tessier,  captain  of  the 
Phantom,  was,  while  she  and  the  Alexandra  were  being 


(a)  Therefore  she  must  have 
been  fitted  for  equipment,  for  in- 
stance, with  gun-carriages,  &c., 
before  she  left  the  building  yard. 
Did  not  the  builder  knowingly  as- 
sist in  her  equipment  ?    And  if  he 


knew  she  was  for  the  Confederates, 
was  not  the  vessel  within  the  act  t 
And  if  the  Alexandra  was  being 
built  so  as  to  be  fitted  for  equip- 
ment, was  not  her  case  the  same  f 
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built,  often  at  the  yard  looking  at  both  of  them,  and 
consulting  with  the  builder  as  to  both.  And  that  HamiU 
ton,  an  officer  in  the  Confederate  service^  was  also  there, 
with  one  of  the  firm  of  Frazer  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool.  Evidence 
was  given  that  Frazer  &  Co.  acted  as  agents  for  the  Con- 
federate States,  and  received  orders  for  pay  from  one  Bul- 
lock, a  captain  in  the  Confederate  service.  And  that  Bul- 
lock was  at  the  yard  while  the  Alexandra  was  building. 
This  was  proved  mainly  by  a  witness  who  said  he  had  been 
a  paymaster  in  the  Confederate  Navy.  [A  paper  was  put 
into  the  hands  of  the  witness.]  He  received  this  paper 
from  Captain  Bullock  on  board  the  Alabama. 

Sir  W.  At  her  ton  proposed  to  put  it  in,  to  prove  that  the 
witness  was  appointed  paymaster. 

After  some  discussion  it  was  admitted  and  read.  It  was 
an  appointment  of  the  witness  as  paymaster  by  Captain 
Bullock  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Con- 
federate Navy. 

Another  paper  was  put  into  the  witness's  hand.  (This 
was  a  letter  of  instructions  he  received  from  Captain  Bul- 
lock.) 

Sir  W.  At  her  ton  proposed  to  read  the  letter. 

Sir  Hugh  Catrn^ objected,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  res 
inter  alios  acta. 

Sir  W,  Atherton  urged  that  the  fact  of  the  witness  having 
been  authorized  was  already  admitted,  and  that  the  precise 
nature  of  his  instructions  was  admissible  on  the  same 
ground. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  ruled  that  the  document  could  not  be 
read. 

A  witness,  one  Da  Costa,  who  had  been  employed  at  the 
yard  of  Millers,  the  builders,  was  asked  by  the  Queen's 
Advocate — 

Did  you  ever  hear  the  Alexandra  spoken  of  by  Mr. 
Miller,  by  any  name  or  description  ? 
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Sir  Hugh  Cairns  objected^  that  this  question  was  inad« 
missible,  as  no  statement  by  Miller  could  affect  Fawcett 
&  Co.,  the  other  defendants,  no  connection  being  at  present 
shown  between  them. 

Sir  W.  Atherton,  A.-G.,  Sir  R.  Palmer,  S.-G.,  Sir 
R.  Phillimorey  Q.A.,  and  Locke,  contended  that  the 
question  was  admissible,  because  Fawcett  &  Co.  had 
become  defendants  on  the  record  as  owners,  and  there- 
fore as  employers  of  Millers,  the  builders,  so  that^  prima 
facie,  there  was  complete  privity  between  them. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  observed,  that  it  might  be  that  while 
in  the  yard  the  vessel  was  the  property  of  the  builders  (a), 
and  the  employment  of  the  builders  would  be  to  build  the 
ship;  there  would  be  no  authority  to  bind  their  employers 
by  declarations  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  ship.  Take  the 
case  of  a  shoemaker  employed  to  make  shoes ;  could  his 
declaration  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  to 
be  used  affect  his  employer? (6) 

Sir  W.  Atherton  said  the  question  here  was  as  to  the 
character  of  the  ship  and  the  legality  of  her  seizure  and 
forfeiture,  not  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendants. 
This  was  not  an  indictment  for  the  misdemeanor,  but  an 
information  for  the  forfeiture. 
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sion  was  that  the  question  was  not  admissible.     The  act         1863. 
was  so  far  peculiar  that  it  combined  misdemeanor  with     ^^^^^^^gY- 
forfeiture.     Ordinarily  a  mere  offence  against  the  revenue      General 
law  is  not  a  crime  (a). 
Next  day, 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  said  this  is  a  case  of  seizure  by  the 
officers  of  the  Crown  on  the  ground  of  forfeiture  for  a 
breach  of  the  law  enacted  by  the  69th  of  George  III.,  cap. 
19,  section  7,  commonly  called  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act. 
The  proceedings  are  similar  to  those  which  frequently  come 
before  this  Court  of  a  seizure  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue 
laws.  There  is,  however,  this  distinction  :  generally  it  may 
be  laid  down  that  the  law  has  never  yet  made  a  single  at- 
tempt to  evade  the  payment  of  tax  or  customs  a  crime  (&). 
The  subject-matter  is  forfeited,  and  there  is  often  added  the 
payment  of  a  penalty  ;  but  there  is  no  indictable  offence. 
The  Foreign  Enlistment  Act  makes  a  breach  of  its  regula- 
tions in  this  respect  an  indictable  offence,  subject  to  fine 
and  imprisonment.  The  same  act  or  matter  which  con- 
demns the  vessel  to  forfeiture  subjects  the  party  to  fine  and 
imprisonment.  Generally  speaking,  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, there  cannot  be  (as  obviously  there  ought  not  to  be) 
two  trials  for  the  same  alleged  offence — one  to  try  whether 
the  ship  has  been  forfeited ;  another  to  try  whether  the 
parties  are  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  If  the  ship  has  been 
forfeited,  the  parties  whose  contract  led  to  the  forfeiture 
are  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  it  is  a  manifest  incon- 
venience that  there  should  be  two  trials,  possibly  with  in- 
consistent verdicts.     In  excluding  the  evidence  of  what 


(a)  At torney- General  v.  Rad- 
iof,  23  L.  J.,  Ex.  210.  The  evi- 
dence, it  will  be  seen,  was  admitted 
ultimately.  Did  not  its  admission 
either  imply  that  there  was  evi- 
dence of  a  common  dexign  to  aid  or 
effect  the  unlawful  purpose,  or  that 


the  statement  itself  was  evidence  of 
it  ?  In  either  view  it  seems  to  for- 
tify the  argument  on  the  main 
question.     Vide  ante,  p.  653. 

(b)  Attorney 'General  v.  Hamel, 
23  L.  J.,  Ex.  137;  Attorney- General 
V.  Radloff,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  240. 


668 


CASES  AT  THE 


1863. 


Miller,  seD.,  said,  I  considered  that  I  was  trying  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  the  defendants  on  the  record.  I  stated  I 
would  admit  any  evidence  of  an  order  or  direction,  accom- 
panied by  an  explanation  for  what  purpose  it  was  given ; 
but  I  thought  mere  admissions  or  statements  made  any- 
where to  anybody  by  Miller,  or  his  sons  or  men,  were  not 
evidence  against  the  present  defendants  ;  and  if  this  record 
raises  the  question  of  the  defendants*  guilt  or  innocence  I 
should  be  of  the  same  opinion  still.  But  the  Attomey- 
Ghsneral  contends  that  this  record  raises  no  question  of  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendants  on  the  record,  but 
merely  of  the  propriety  of  the  seizure.  To  explain  this  I 
cannot  do  better  than  to  refer  to  the  instance  of  the  decla- 
ration of  a  shoemaker,  of  the  purpose  for  which  he  was 
making  a  pair  of  shoes,  which  I  thought,  and  still  think, 
could  not  be  given  in  evidence  against  a  housebreaker 
who  was  found  claiming  them  or  using  them ;  but  the 
Attorney-General  says  I  am  not  so  using  the  evidence. 
I  am  justifying  the  seizure  of  the  shoes  in  the  hands  of 
the  shoemaker,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  unlawful  to 
make  shoes  for  the  purpose  for  which  he  avowed  he 
was  making  them,  and  that  such  shoes  were  liable  to 
seizure;    and    if  this  be  the  true  state  of  the  case  it  is 
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the   great   importance  of  this  case,  I 
evidence. 

The  witness  was  then  recalled  and  examined  by  Sir  R. 
Phillimore.—l  had  a  conversation  with  Miller,  sen.,  before 
the  Emperor  was  launched.  She  was  launched  on  the  8th 
of  January  this  year. 

Sir  R.  Phillimore. — You  say  you  recollect  having  a 
conversation  with  Miller;  was  it  about  the  Alexandra? 

Witness. — Yes. 

Sir  R.  Phillimore. — Did  he  tell  you  what  she  was  in- 
tended for? 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns  objected  to  the  question,  and  tendered 
a  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  witness  went  on  :  He  said  she  was  a  gun-boat  for 
the  Southern  Confederates.  He  said  he  bad  a  contract 
for  the  Alexandra,  He  said  *'  We  conjointly  with  Fawcett, 
Preston  &  Co.,  are  building  this  vessel  for  Frazer  &  Co., 
the  agents  for  the  Confederate  States."  Upon  other  oc- 
casions, before  the  launching,  he  said  something  to  the 
same  effect.  The  Alexandra  at  the  time  the  conversations 
occurred  was  still  on  the  stocks  in  Millers'  yard.  Fawcett 
k  Co.  were  building  her  conjointly  with  Millers.  He  said 
that  the  gun-boat  was  to  be  called  the  Alexandra  for  the 
Southern  States,  in  unison  with  i\ieAlabamayi\it Florida ot 
the  Oreto.  (It  was  proved  by  another  witness  that  when  the 
boilers  were  put  on  board,  Fawcett's  boiler-makers  were  on 
board.)  When  I  dealt  with  Miller  I  dealt  with,  as  I  thought. 
Miller  &  Sons,  but  I  believe  the  contract  was  always 
signed  by  Miller  himself  only.  The  son  Thomas  was 
always  in  the  yard,  and  had  to  do  with  all  the  vessels.  I 
saw  Miller  there  and  Captain  Tessier,  in  March  last.  Cap- 
tain Tessier  spoke  to  Miller,  senior,  about  the  Alexandra, 
and  said  he  wanted  the  combings  of  the  main  hatch  three 
inches  higher.  Miller,  senior,  said  he  would  not  do  it. 
What  was  done  was  according  to  the  contract. 

The  witness  stated  he  had  seen  Hamilton  in  Millers' 
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yard  during  the  building  of  the  vessel  freqaenily  ;  once  or 
twice  a  week :  he  noticed  the  Alexandra  when  he  came 
into  the  yard.  Mr.  Bullock  used  to  come  with  hinOy  and 
they  examined  the  vessel  together  more  than  once.  And 
he  said  he  had  heard  them  speak  to  Miller  about  her. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns  for  the  defence  said,  the  act  did  not 
prohibit  building  ships  (a);  but  the  question  was  as  to  the 
duty  of  the  subjects  of  this  country,  as  the  subjects  of  a 
neutral  Power.  Enlisting  in  the  army  of  a  belligerent 
was  undoubtedly  an  offence,  but,  putting  aside  for  a  mo- 
ment the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act(&),  beyond  all  doubt  it 
was  the  free  and  undisputed  privilege  of  a  neutral  Power, 
there  being  a  war  between  two  belligerents,  to  trade  with 
either  or  with  both,  to  sell  ships  or  arms  and  munitions  of 
war,  and  every  requisite  for  war  which  could  be  sup- 
plied (c).  The  intention  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act 
never  was  to  fetter  or  impair  bond  fide  commerce  in  any 
way(e/).  It  was  intended  to  prevent  warlike  expeditions 
leaving  the  ports  of  this  country  in  a  form  in  which  they 
could  do  injury  to  belligerents,  and  thereby  enable  one  of 
them  to  come  here  and  complain  that  we  had  permitted 
ships  fully  armed  to  leave  our  ports  ready  to  make  captures. 
They  would  say,  "  We  cannot  pursue  your  ships  into  your 
ports,  we  cannot  go  into  your  ports  to  take  out  a  privateer, 
and  yet  you  allow  privateers  to  go  out  of  your  ports.' 
That  was  the  scope  of  the  act  (e).  And  the  history  of  the 
act  showed  that  it  was  so  (/).  The  kind  of  evil  to  be 
guarded  against  was  the  fitting  out  regular  expeditions 
with  arras  and  with  troops  in  this  country  (g).    Let  the  jury 

(a)  But  buildingybr  equipment?      gal  at  common  law. 

(b)  Sed  quttrt.     Was  not  tlie  act  (/)  Are  either  the  history  of  an 


passed  to  alter  that  ? 

(c)  Was  not  that  the  very  mit- 
chief  the  act  was  framed  to  remedy  ? 

{d)  That  is,  trade  in  ships  with- 
out the  intent  to  aid  a  belligerent. 

(f)  Hardly  so,  for  that  was  ille- 


act,  or  the  ideas  or  intentiuniof  its 
framers,  at  all  material  as  to  its 
legal  construction  ? 

(g)  But  that  was  illegal  at  com- 
mon law.  What  was  not  so,  was 
the  equipping  or  assisting  to  equip. 
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consider  the  preamble  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act ;  it 
was  directed  against  persons  engaging  in  war  on  their  own 
account ;  that  was  the  essence  of  the  offence  as  described  in 
the  act  of  parliament  (a).  If  the  Sovereign  chose  to  remain 
neuter  it  was  not  to  be  tolerated  that  some  of  his  subjects 
should  carry  on  war  themselves  (a).  The  subjects  had  no 
right  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  the  So- 
vereign (a).  Carrying  this  view  into  the  present  case,  it 
would  give  a  very  clear  explanation  of  the  7th  section  of  the 
act.  The  gist  of  the  offence  charged  was  that  it  must  be 
committed  within  the  United  Kingdom  (b).  If  the  act  be 
done  by  one  of  her  Majesty's  subjects  out  of  the  United 
Kingdom  it  amounts  to  no  offence  at  all,  and  has  carried  out 
what  he  had  submitted,  that  the  object  of  the  act  of  1819 
was  to  prevent  the  ports  of  this  country  from  becoming 
arsenals  out  of  which  expeditions  might  issue  in  the  way 
described  (c).  There  was  not  the  least  prohibition  in  the 
act  against  building  a  ship  or  vessel  {d),  nor  against  sell- 
ing a  ship  or  vessel.  The  frame  of  the  enactment  sup- 
posed that  a  ship  had  to  be  built,  because  the  words  were 
"  equip,  fit  out,  or  arm  a  ship  or  vessel."  (e)     A  vessel  of 


(a)  Qudtre.  That  was  an  offence 
at  common  law  ;  vide  ante,  p.  649, 
in  notit, 

(b)  No  doubt.  But  the  assisting 
to  equip  may  be  as  much  an  act 
done  within  this  country,  as  the 
attempt  to  equip,  or  the  actual  equip- 
ment, and  is  a  distinct  offence. 

(r)  Or  arsenals  in  which  assist- 
ance is  knowingly  given  to  a  beUi- 
gerent.  The  object  of  the  act  is 
only  to  be  gathered  from  its  term$, 
which  declare  it  to  be  (vide  ante, 
p.  648-9,  in  notii)  to  prevent  the 
equipping,  or  fitting  out,  as  toell  as 
the  arming  of  vessels  with  intent 
that  they  shall  be  used  by  a  belli- 
gerent, and  to  prevent  this  by  pro- 
hibiting not  only   the   equipping, 

YOL.  III.  Z 


&c.,  but  any  assistance  thereto 
knowingly  given  in  this  country, 
whether  or  not  the  actual  equip- 
ment is  to  take  place  here,  the 
frame  of  the  section  being  not 
*<  assisting  to  equip  in  the  United 
Kingdom,"  but  **  in  the  United 
Kingdom  assisting  to  equip,"  &c., 
provided  there  is  the  intent  that  the 
vessel  shall  be  employed  by  a  belli- 
gerent. 

(d)  No  doubt;  but  there  is 
against  assisting  to  equip.  And 
may  not  building  in  a  manner 
fitted— and  fitted  only  for  equip- 
ment for  war — be  assisting  to  equip  ? 
Vide  ante,  p.  654. 

(e)  The  words  "assist  to  equip" 
are  here  not  noticed. 

Z  P.P. 
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course  could  not  be  armed,  &c.,  until  built  The  building 
of  a  ship  was,  therefore,  a  harmless  act  (a).  Now,  the 
rest  of  the  section  was  directed  against  a  person  who  was 
supposed  to  equip,  fit  out  or  arm  a  vessel  with  the  inten- 
tion of  cruising  on  his  own  account,  and  committing  hos- 
tilities against  a  foreign  nation.  She  must  be  equipped 
and  ready  armed  for  the  purpose  when  she  leaves  this 
country  (J).  It  was  perfectly  competent  for  any  person 
to  build  a  ship  easily  convertible  into  a  ship  of  war^  and, 
sell  that  ship  to  any  belligerent  power  {c);  and  the  fact 
that  the  seller  knew  that  she  was  to  be  employed  as  a 
war  vessel  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  (cf).  He 
was  not  the  person  who  armed  and  equipped  the  ship  to 
cruise  and  commit  hostilities,  unless  he  had  the  intention 
of  arming  her  in  such  a  way  that  when  she  left  the 
port  she  would  be  in  a  condition  to  commit  hostilities. 
The  8th  section  of  the  act  threw  some  light  on  the  matter. 
That  allowed  foreign  ships  of  war  to  put  into  our  harbours 
for  repairs,  and  the  only  restriction  put  upon  them  was  that 
they  should  not  have  the  number  of  their  guns  increased  or 
changed,  but  anything  else  might  be  supplied  to  them  short 
of  warlike  equipment  (e).  He  cited  cases  in  the  Ameri- 
can courts  (/)  to  sustain  his  argument.     The  Enlistment 
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Act  was  not  intended  to  prevent  any  speculation  in  ships. 
The  Crown  must  bring  home  to  the  defendants  a  proof, 
and  clear  proof,  of  an  intention  to  take  a  part  in  the  war 


sent  to  Buenos  Ayres  on  a  com- 
mercial adventure,  contraband  in- 
deed, but  in  no  shape  violating  our 
laws  or  our  national  neutrality.  If 
captured  by  a  Spanish  ship  of  war 
during  the  voyage,  she  would  have 
been  justly  condemned  as  a  good 
prize  for  being  engaged  in  a  traffic 
punishable  by  the  law  of  nations. 
But  there  is  nothing  in  our  laws, 
or  in  the  law  of  nations,  which  for- 
bids our  citizens  from  sending 
armed  vessels,  as  well  as  munitions 
of  war,  to  foreign  ports  for  sale."  7 
Wbeaton  Reports,  p.  283. 

So  as  to  a  later  judgment  of  the 
same  Supreme  Court  in  1 832,  in 
the  case  of  a  vessel  called  the  Boli- 
var. That  vessel  had  been  fitted 
out  and  equipped  at  Baltimore  by 
the  defendant,  and  sailed  from  that 
port  to  the  island  of  St.  Thomas,  in 
the  West  Indies,  the  owner  and 
eqaipper,  as  he  averred,  intending, 
when  he  left  Baltimore,  to  go  in 
search  of  funds,  with  which  to  arm 
ber  and  prepare  her  for  a  cruise  as 
s  privateer.  Mr.  Justice  Thomson, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  to  the  effect,  that 
the  jury  ought  to  be  instructed  that 
the  defendant  was  not  guilty,  if  it. 
should  be  of  opinion  that  this  aver- 
ment was  proved,  said,  **Tbe  of- 
fence consists  principally  in  the  in- 
tention with  which  the  preparations 
are  made.  These  preparations,  ac- 
cording to  the  very  terms  of  the 
act,  roust  be  made  within  the  limits 
of  the  United  States;  and  it  is 
equally  necessary,  that  the  inten- 
tion with  respect  to  the  employ- 


ment of  tbe  vessel  should  be  formed 
before  she  leaves  the  United  States. 
And  this  must  be  a  fixed  intention, 
not  conditional  or  contingent,  de* 
pending  upon  some  future  arrange- 
ments. This  intention  is  a  ques- 
tion belonging  exclusively  to  the 
jury  to  decide.  It  is  tlie  material 
point  on  which  the  legality  or  cri- 
minality of  the  act  must  turn ;  and 
decides  whether  the  adventure  b  of 
a  commercial  or  warlike  character. 
The  law  does  not  prohibit  armed 
vessels  belonging  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  from  sailing  out  of 
our  ports;  it  only  requires  the 
owners  to  give  security  (as  was  done 
in  the  present  case)  that  such  ves- 
sels shall  not  be  employed  6^  them 
to  commit  hostilities  against  foreign 
powers  at  peace  with  the  United 
States.  The  collectors  are  not  au- 
thorized to  detain  vessels,  although 
manifestly  built  for  warlike  pur- 
poses, and  about  to  depart  from  the 
United  States,  unleu  circunntances 
ihuU  render  it  probable  that  such 
vessels  are  intended  to  be  employed 
by  the  owners  to  commit  hostilities 
against  some  foreign  power  at  peace 
with  the  United  States."  (See 
Curtis's  Cases  in  Supreme  Court.) 
But  there  was  in  these  cases — 
which  was  not  under  the  present 
act — no  evidence  that  the  vessel 
was  built  in  the  American  port  for 
a  belligerent ;  on  the  contrary,  the 
evidence  was  just  the  contrary ; 
and  under  the  present  act  the  intent 
is  not  "  that  the  owners  shall  em- 
ploy," but,  '*  that  the  vessel  shall 
be  employed,"  by  a  belligerent 
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between  the  conflicting  parties.  There  were  two  questions 
for  the  jury  to  consider — first,  was  the  vessel  equipped, 
fitted  out,  furnished  or  intended  to  be  so,  so  as  to  be  - 
ready  to  commit  hostilities ;  secondly,  was  she  equipped 
or  fitted  out  with  the  intention  that  she  should  be  em- 
ployed by  the  ConPederate  States  to  cruise  and  commit 
hostilities  against  the  Federal  States  ? 

Sir  W.  Atherton  being  heard  in  reply, 

Pollock,  C.  B. — Is  it  lawful  for  a  shipbuilder  to  build 
a  ship  which  is  capable  of  being  turned  to  warlike  pur- 
poses (a),  with  the  view  (6)  of  oflering  it  for  sale  to  a  belli- 
gerent ? 

Sir  W.  Atherton, — I  would  rather  confine  my  answer  to 
this  case,  as  to  which  we  allege  that  the  ship  was  buUt 
with  the  intention  that  it  should  enter  the  service  of  a  belli- 
gerent. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  act  does  not  prohibit  building  a 
ship;  and,  according  to  all  the  decisions,  a  shipbuilder  has 
as  much  right  to  build  a  ship  and  sell  it  to  either  of  the 
belligerent  parties,  as  the  maker  of  gunpowder  or  of  mus- 
kets or  any  other  warlike  implements  has  to  sell  any  of 
those  articles  to  the  same  parties.    It  is  laid  down  in  Kent's 
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which  the  question  was,  whether  the  vessel  was  not  being 
built  or  fitted  for  warlike  use  by  a  belligerent  (a)  ? 

Pollock,  C.  6.,  in  summing  up,  said  this  was  an  in- 
formation on  the  part  of  the  Crown  for  the  seizure  and 
confiscation  of  a  vessel  that  was  in  course  of  construction, 
but  had  not  been  completed.  It  is  admitted  that  it  was 
not  armed,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  preparation 
of  the  vessel  in  its  then  condition  was  a  violation  of 
the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act.  The  question  you  will 
have  to  decide  is  this — whether,  under  the  7th  section 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the  vessel,  as  it  then  existed, 
at  the  time  of  seizure,  was  liable  to  seizure.  No  ques- 
tion has  ever  arisen  on  the  statute  in  our  Courts;  but 
there  have  been  expositions  of  a  similar  statute  which 
exists  in  the  United  States  (b).  I  will  now  read  to 
you  the  opinions  of  some  American  lawyers  who  have 
contributed  so  greatly  to  make  law  a  science. — [The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  then  cited  some  passages  (c)  from  Ameri- 
can authorities.] — These  authorities  show  that  when  two 
belligerents  are  carrying  on  war,  a  neutral  Power  may 
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(a)  Vide  ante,  p.  674. 

(6)  That  is,  the  Act  of  Congress 
of  181 8. 

(c)  To  the  effect  of  those  already 
cited  iyide  ante,  p.  650) :— "That 
neutrals  may  lawfully  sell,  at  home, 
to  a  belligerent  purchaser,  or  carry 
themselves  to  the  belligerent  Powers, 
contraband  articles,  subject  to  the 
right  of  seizure  in  transitu.  This 
right  has  since  been  explicitly  de- 
clared by  the  judicial  authorities  of 
this  country.  The  right  of  the 
neutral  to  transport,  and  of  the  hos- 
tile Power  to  seize,  are  conflicting 
rights,  and  neither  party  can  charge 
the  other  with  a  criminal  act." — 
Commentariei,  Vol.  I.,  p.  142. 


So  by  Chief  Justice  Story  in  1 822 : 
— *<  There  is  nothhig  in  our  laws  or 
in  the  law  of  nations  that  forbids 
our  citizens  from  tending  armed 
vessels,  as  well  as  munitions  of  war, 
to  foreign  ports  for  sale.  It  is  a 
commercial  adventure  which  no 
nation  is  bound  to  prohibit,  and 
which  only  exposes  the  persons  en- 
gaged in  it  to  the  penalty  of  con- 
fiscation."—The  *•  Santissima  Tri- 
nidad" 7  Wheatou  Reports,  340. 

See  also  a  judgment  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Massachusetts,  6 
Mass.  Rep.  113.  But  see  also  the 
case  of  the  "  IrretittibU,"  7  Wheat. 
Rep.  486. 
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supply  without  any  breach  of  international  law,  and  with- 
out a  breach  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  tnunitions  of 
war— gunpowder,  every  description  of  arms  or  munitioii 
of  war.  Why  should  ships  be  an  exception  (a)  ?  I  am  of 
opinion,  in  point  of  law,  they  are  not.  The  Foreign 
Enlistment  Act  was  an  act  to  prevent  the  enlistment  or 
engagement  of  his  Majesty's  subjects  to  serve  in  foreign 
armies,  and  to  prevent  the  fitting  out  and  equipping  in 
his  Majesty's  dominions  vessels  for  warlike  purpose  with- 
out his  Majesty's  licence.  The  preamble  of  the  act  shows 
that  provision  is  to  be  made  against  the  equipping,  fitting 
out,  furnishing  and  arming  of  vessels  (ft),  because  it  may 
be  '' prejudicial  to  peace  in  his  Majesty's  dominions ''(c). 
The  question  I  shall  put  to  you  is,  whether  you  think  that 
vessel  was  merely  in  course  of  building  to  be  delivered  in 
pursuance  of  a  contract,  which,  as  I  explain  it  to  yon, 
would  be  perfectly  lawful  (rf),  or  whether  there  was  any 
intention  that,  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  or  any  other  Eng* 
lish  port,  the  vessel  should  befitted  out,  equipped,  furnished 
or  armed  for  purposes  of  war?  If  a  man  may  supply 
any  quantity  of  munitions  of  war  to  a  belligerent,  why  not 
ships  ?  Why  should  ships  alone  be  an  exception  (e)  ?  I 
asked  the  Attorney-General,  if  a  man  could  not  make  a 
vessel,  intending  to  sell  it  to  either  of  the  belligerent 
Powers  that  required  it,  and  which  would  give  the  largest 
price  for  it,  would  not  that  be  lawful  ?  To  my  surprise  the 
learned   Attorney-General  declined  to  give  an  answer  to 


(a)  Thej  would  not  be,  of  course, 
but  for  tbis  act,  wbicb  .was  specially 
passed  with  a  view  to  ships. 

(b)  And  "knowingly  assisting  or 
being  concerned  in  the  equipping 
or  fitting  out." 

(e)  This  was  ignored,  vide  p.  67 1 , 
n.  (d), 
{d)  That  is,  (it  is  presumed,)  a 


contract  to  build  a  ship  not  fitted 
for  or  adapted  for  warlike  equip* 
ment,  or  not  for  a  belligtrtnt,  bat  if 
it  was  both  ? 

(e)  Vide  ante,  p.  676,  at  the 
question  was  whether  tbis  parti- 
cular theory  was  not  prdhikHted  by 
this  particular  act. 
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the  question  (a).  But  I  think  it  clear  that  a  man  may 
so  make  a  vessel^  and  offer  it  for  sale.  If  a  man  may  build 
a  vessel  for  the  purpose  of  offering  it  for  sale  to  either  of 
the  belligerent  parties,  may  he  not  execute  an  order  for  it? 
That  appears  to  me  to  be  a  matter  of  course.  The  statute 
18  not  made  to  provide  means  of  protection  for  belligerent 
Powers,  otherwise  it  would  have  said  you  shall  not  sell 
powder  or  guns,  and  you  shall  not  sell  arms,  and  if  it  had 
done  60  all  Birmingham  would  have  been  in  arms  against 
it(&).  The  object  of  the  statute  was  this — that  we  should 
not  have  our  ports  in  this  country  made  the  ground  of 
hostile  movements  between  the  vessels  of  two  belligerent 
Powers,  which  might  be  fitted  out,  furnished  and  armed  in 
those  ports  (c).  The  Alexandra  was  clearly  nothing  more 
than  in  the  course  of  building  (cf).  It  appears  that,  ac- 
cording to  Webster's  Dictionary,  equipping  is  furnishing 
with  arms,  and  furnishing  is  given  in  other  dictionaries  as 
the  same  thing  as  equipping  (e).  It  appears  to  me  that  if 
true  that  the  Alabama  sailed  away  from  Liverpool  without 
any  arms  at  all  as  a  mere  ship  in  ballast,  and  that  her 
armament  was  put  on  board  at  a  place  which  is  not  in 
her  Majesty's  dominions,  then  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act 
was  not  violated  at  all(/). 
The  question  is  for  you,  what  was  the  object  with  which 
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(a)  The  Attorney -General,  in 
effect,  answered,  that  if  the  ship 
was  btdlt  for  the  purpose  of  equip- 
m€nt  for  a  belligerent,  it  would  not 
be  lawful  \  ii  not  no  built,  then  the 
question  was  irrelevant.  Vide  ante^ 
p.  674. 

(Jb)  That  may  have  been  a  rea- 
son for  not  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
arms,  but  is  hardly  an  argument  to 
show  that  the  statute  does  not  pro- 
hibit the  making  of  warlike  ships. 
The  plain  iact  is,  the  statute  does 
not  apply  to  arms  and  doa  apply  to 


ships. 

(c)   Vide  ante,  p.  671. 

{d )  But  was  she  not  in  course  of 
building  on  a  contract  for  a  belli- 
gerent ? 

(e)  This  ignored  the  auisting  to 
equip,  and  implied  that  there  must 
be  an  intent  to  arm. 

(/)  ^o  doubt  this  is  a  clear  logi- 
cal conclusion  from  the  ruling,  that 
there  must  be  the  latent  of  an  actual 
equipping — if  not  arming — in  this 
country,  and  was,  in  substance,  a 
direction  to  that  effect. 
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the  vessel  was  being  built  ?  With  that  view  consider  the 
evidence :  especially  the  most  important  evidence — that 
given  by  Captain  Inglefield.  If  you  think  that  the 
object  was  to  furnish,  fit  out,  equip  or  arm  that  vessel  at 
Liverpool,  that  is  an  offence  within  the  act;  but  if  you 
think  the  object  merely  was  to  build  a  ship  in  obedience  to 
an  order,  or  in  compliance  with  a  contract,  leaving  those 
who  bought  it  to  make  what  use  they  thought  fit  of  it, 
then  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act  has 
not  been  broken  (a). 

Sir  W.  Atherton  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  Lobd 
Chibf  Baron's  ruling  (i). 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


(a)  Qudtrtf  whether,  on  the  whole 
of  the  summing  up,  the  question 
was  left  to  the  jury  whether  the 
ship  was  heing  built  for  warlike 
equipment  ?  And  whether  the  evi- 
dence raised  that  question  ?  And 
whether,  if  so,  such  building  would 
be  assisting  to  equip  the  vessel  for 
warlike  use?  If  putting  the  guns 
on  board  would  be  so,  or  hiring  a 
hoy  to  do  so  {Attorney- General  v. 
Tompsetty 2  C.  M.  &  R,  170),  which 
has  been  decided,  why  not  building 
the  vessel  so  as  to  be  able  to  re- 
ceive them?  As,  for  instance, 
with  bulwarks  of  a  certain  height, 
&c.  Suppose  the  holes  had  been 
pierced  for  the  guns?  It  has  been 
decided  that  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
who  knowingly  lets  her  that  it  may 
be  employed  in  a  smuggling  ad- 
venture, is  a  person  concerned  in 
the  illegal  unshipping  of  the  goods ; 
Attorney- General  v.  Robton^  10 
Exch.  Rep.  790.  It  was  argued 
that  though  he  was  assistant  in  the 
shipping  he  was  not  in  the  tin- 
shipping  ;  but  the  Court  said,  that 


though  he  might  not  atrictlj  be 
assisting  in  it,  he  was  '*  concerned" 
in  the  unshipment  There,  do 
doubt,  the  unshipment  had  taken 
place;  but,  per  Pollock,  C.  B^ 
"  supposing  an  indictment  for  con- 
spiracy. He  was  an  auociate  in 
the traniaction"  That  it, he  might 
have  been  indicted  for  compiruig 
to  unship  goods  ill^ally.  And  as 
the  scope  of  the  present  act  is  pre- 
vention, and  it  aims  all  through  at 
inchoate  acts,  does  it  not  embrace 
any  acts  of  assistance  knowingly 
given  in  this  country  to  the  illegal 
object  ? 

(6)  On  the  ground  of  a  sup- 
posed direction  that  there  must  be 
an  arming,  or  an  intended  arming 
in  this  country.  (Vidt  ante,  p. 
678.)  But  the  Lord  Cbief  Barok 
declined  to  seal  a  bill  of  exceptioat 
on  such  a  direction.  A  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions must  be  on  acme  dhree- 
tion  actually  given,  though  it  may 
be  upon  the  ground  that  it  tended 
to  mislead  the  jury;  Housekill  Coal 
Company  v.  NeiUon,  9  CI.  &  Fin. 
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788 ;  and  the  Judge  has  no  right 
to  insert  an  explanation  of  it  on 
the  record.     {Earl  of  Glasgow  v. 
HurUt  Alum  Company,  3  H.  of 
L.  Cas.  25,  8.     And  though  the 
Judge's  report  of  the  terms  of  his 
direction  is  conclusive,  not  so  as  to 
its  effect,  which  is  the  very  ques- 
tion the  Superior  Court  may  have 
to  determine.     And,  if  they  think 
it  was  likely  to  mislead,  they  may 
set  aside  the  verdict.  {Mitcheson  v. 
Oliver,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  41 .)     And 
it  is  a  misdirection,  sufficient  at  all 
events  for  a  new  trial  if  the  Judge, 
in  leaving  to  the  jury  a  question 
partly  depending  on  the  construc- 
tion   of    an    Act   of   Parliament, 
does  not  give  them  a  sufficient  ex- 
planation of  the  terms  of  the  sta- 
tute. (Elliott  V.  South  Devon  Rail- 
ioay  Company,  2  £xch.  Rep.  725.) 
And  the  meaning  of  terms  in  an 
Act  of  Parliament,  as  <'  building," 
is  a  matter  of  law.     {Stevem  v. 
Gourling,  7   C.   B.,  N.  S.    105.) 
Now  the  scope  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron's  direction  was,  that  a  ship 
might  be  built  for  a  belligerent, 
and,   by    the   same   argument,    it 
should    seem    that    it    might    be 
equipped,  and  even  armed,  in  our 
ports,  provided  that  the  object  of 
the  builder  or  owner  was,  not  to 
assist  the  belligerent,  but  merely 
to  sell  her,  and  receive  the  price. 
And   that,  at   all   events,  if  there 
was  no  intent  to  equip  or  arm  in 
this  country,  but  merely  to  build 
the  ship,  however  much  fitted  for 
equipment,    and    although   know- 
ingly so  fitted    and    built   for    a 
belligerent,  that  would  not  be  an 
offence  within  the  act.      If  such 
was  not  the  scope  of  the  direction, 


then  it  is  difficult  to  discover  any 
sufficient    direction    on    the    two 
points  on  which  the  question  must 
turn,  viz.,  what  is  knowingly  assist^ 
ing  to  equip  and  fit  out  ?  and  what  is 
intent  that  the  vessel  shall  be  em- 
ployed by  a  belligerent?    As  to  the 
former,  the  words  were  not  noticed 
in  the  summing  up.     As  to  the 
latter  question  of  intent,  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Lord   Chief    Babok 
seemed  to  resolve  it  into  object  or 
motive.    But  might  there  not  be 
the  intent  that  the  vessel  should  be 
employed    by   the  belligerent  for 
war,  if  the  vessel  was  being  built 
for  a  belligerent,  and  built  for  war- 
like  equipment,  although  the  olh- 
ject  of  builder  and  owner  was,  not 
to  aid  the  belligerent,  but  to  re- 
ceive his  money?    It  is  a  principle 
of  law,  that  a  man  must  be  taken 
to  intend  the  consequence  of  his 
own  act ;  and  though  mere  know- 
ledge is  not  enough  either  at  com- 
mon law,  or  under  the  statute,  to 
fix  a  party  with  an  illegal  purpose, 
is  not  knowingly  assisting  the  ob- 
ject sufficient  ?    That  is,  doing  an 
act  which  it  is  known  will  assist 
the  illegal  object,  and  doing  it  for 
the   party  who  has   such    object. 
That  is  the  scope  of  these  notes. 
And  in  Hilary  Term,  Sir  Houndell 
Palmer,  A.-G.,  moved  for  a  rule 
for    a    new   trial,  and   the    court 
granted  a  rule  nisi,  on  the  grounds 
of  non -direction,  misdirection,  or 
insufficient  direction,  on  the  points 
thus  presented.  The  court  affirmed 
that,  as  the  terms  of  the  statute  are 
in  the  disjunctive,  the  offence   of 
equipping,   &c.,   is    distinct    from 
arming;   and   of  course    it  would 
follow  that  the  offence  of  assisting 
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to  «qutp,  &c.,  It  dirtinct  from  that 
of  MsisliDg  to  arm.  And  it  would 
logically  to  follow,  that  the 
of  assisting  to  equip  may 
be  committed  by  a  person  who 
knowiDgly  in  this  country  assists 
to  equip,  though  the  equipment  is 
to  take  place  elsewhere,  and  that 
any  acts  necessary  to  such  equip- 
ment, and  without  which  it  could 
not  take  place,  may  amount  to 
such  assistance.     It  has  been  de- 


cided by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  that  it  ia  not  neces- 
sary under  the  American  statute 
that  the  jury  should  find  that  the 
vessel  when  it  leaves  the  neutral 
port  was  armed  in  a  condition  to 
commit  hostilities,  in  order  to  find 
the  defendant  guilty  of  the  off*enoe 
under  the  statute.  {The  United 
Slates  V.  Quinecy,  6  Pet.  Cood. 
Rep.  465.) 
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Coram  Willes,  J.  .-g, 

REGINA  t,.  GARNER  and  Wife.  i^ZiC^ng 

-m  AT  Astites, 

JjlLURDER.    The  prisoners  were  indicted  for  the  murder  on  the  trial  of 

of  Garner's  mother  by  poison.  JriT/foMhe^'* 

murder  of  hU 
J.  Fitzjames,  Stephens^  Chandos  Leigh  and  Mfllor  for  mother  by 

*poi8on,  the 
remale  prisoner 
[laying  lived  ai 
servant  in  the 


"     .  *  '  poison,  the 

the  prosecution.  female  prisoner 

haying  lived  as 

O'Brien,  Serjt.,  Flowers  and  Huish  for  the  defence.         fa^ty  d^^ 

The  prisoner  Garner  had  been  previously  married,  and  the  life  of  her 
^         .  '^  .  .       husband's  for- 

his  former  wife  had  died  in  March,  1861 ;  his  present  wife  merwife;  evi- 

then  living  with  them  as  servant.     The  prisoner's  mother  J^l  circumt 

had  resided   with   him  after  his  second   marriage.      Her  "tances  under 

°  which  the  for- 

death  took  place  in  December,  1861,  and  it  was  clearly  merwife  had 

proved  that  she  died  of  arsenic.     The  male  prisoner  sold      But  there 

arsenic   for  agricultural   purposes.      He  also  sold   milk.  ^°*^^ch  h* 

There  was  evidence  of  administration  by  the  prisoners  of  appeared /w- 
.   ,         r    1-       .  1-1  .  .11  1  »*/#  that  the 

articles  of  diet  m  which  arsenic  might  be  contained — as  administration 

arrowroot,   &c. — and   of  arsenical    symptoms    following.  py^lJJ*!^'  * 

There  was,  however,  evidence  that  three  horses  (one  of  ™*8i»t  ^*^?,^ , 

been  not  wilful, 
them  the  prisoner's  own),  had  been  accidentally  poisoned  the  hypothesis 

by  arsenic,  that  some  of  his  customers  and  persons  against  negligence  was 
whom  he  was  not  suspected  to  have  any  feeling,  had  suf-  Jl^^^ji^^tlfiTiM? 
fered   from   arsenical   symptoms,   evidently  arising   from  verdict  of  man- 
some  accident.     To  prove  the  wilful  administration  in  this 
particular  case,  it  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution, to  give  in  evidence  the  circumstances  which  had 
attended  the  death  of  the  male  prisoner's  former  wife,  and 
to  show  that  she  had  died  of  arsenic. 
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WiLLEs,  J.,  after  consulting  Pollock,  C.  B.,  as  his  col- 
league in  the  commission,  admitted  the  evidence  (a). 
At  the  close  of  the  case, 

WiLLES,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  death  of  the 
deceased  bad  been  caused  by  arsenic  administered  by  the 
prisoners ;  and,  if  so,  whether  it  was  administered  wilfully 
or  by  culpable  negligence,  directing  them  that  in  the  latter 
case  they  might  6nd  them  guilty  only  of  manslaughter. 

Verdict,  guilty  of  manslaughter.     Sen- 
tence, penal  servitude  for  life. 


(a)  See  the  very  similar  case  of 
Reg.  V.  Geering,  18  L.  J.,  M.  C. 
215,  where  evidence  was  held 
rightly  admitted  of  a  similar  nature. 
And  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  for  Crown 
Cases  Reserved,  said,  '*  The  domes- 
tic history  of  the  family  during  the 
period  that  the  four  deaths  oc- 
curred is  receivable  in  evidence  to 
show  that  during  that  time  arsenic 
had  been  taken  by  four  members 
of  it,  with  a  view  to  enable  the 
jury  to  determine  as  to  toheiher 
iuch  taking  was  accidental  or  not. 
These  latter  words  show  that  the 
learned  Judge,  in  the  present  case, 
was  right  in  leaving  to  the  jury 
the  theory  of  accident,  though  it 
was,  of  course,  for  them  to  say 
whether  it  was  the  more  probable 
one.  On  the  main  question,  perhaps, 
there  is  none  of  greater  nicety, 
and  sometimes  of  greater  difficulty 
in  our  law,  which,  unlike  that  of 


France,  doea  not  allow  the  whole 
history  of  the  prisoner  to  be  gone 
into,  by  way  of  showing  the  pro- 
bability of  his  commission  of  the 
crime  in  question;  on  the  con- 
trary, seeks  to  shut  out  as  much 
as  possible  evidence  extraneous  to 
the  case,  by  way  of  avoiding  pn- 
judice.  (See  Stephen's  Criminal 
Procedure  for  a  contrast  of  the  two 
systems.)  In  the  case  cited,  the  great 
argument  against  the  admissibility 
of  the  evidence  was,  that  its  neces- 
sary tendency  would  be  to  create  a 
prejudice  against  the  prisoner;  but 
then,  of  course,  the  evidence  being 
legally  admissible  could  not,  persCf 
exclude  it.  The  same  questioo 
sometimes  arises  in  civil  cases;  see 
Roupell  V.  Haws,  post,  citing  Pre*' 
cott  V.  Flinn,  9  Bing.  27.  The 
principle  is  always  the  same,  if  the 
evidence  sufficientiy  connected  with 
the  matter  in  question? 
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Kingston,  coram  Cockbum,  C.  J.  ^863. 

PAGET  ».  BIRKBECK.  Surrey  Spring 

Declaration,  that  the  defendant  by  himself,   his  In  an  action 
agents  and  servants,  broke  and  entered  the  lands  and  farm  against  a 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  with  horses  and  dogs  trampled,  trod  ^rw  m^mbir,^'' 
down,  damaged,  and  destroyed  the  grass,  herbage,  and  ?°'™"^®V^* 
crops,  and  the  hedges  and  fences,  and  turned  and  let  loose  taken  the 
and  placed  upon  the  lands  divers  foxes,  hares,  rabbits,  on°the°piain^- 
pheasants,  and  other  animals,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  ?^'  '"™*  ^^^ 

r  '  ^  o  o  trespass  m 

plaintiff.  hunting  and 

T*i  1  i».T  •!  *^***  ^^^  laying 

rleas  :    1.  JNot  guilty.  downrabbiu, 

2.  Justification  under  an  agreement  for  the  shooting,  be*ing  e^^dence 

&C.  up  to  the  1st  of  March,  1862.  of  a  licence  to 

r.      A  r         ,         1  .1,1-.     lay  down  lowe; 

3.  As  to  trespass  after  that  date,  an  equitable  plea  justi-  held,  that  the 
fying  under  the  lease  granted  in  accordance  with  the  not^labl"  for* 
decree  in  equity  from  and  dated  on  that  day.  b*"theho*"'^^ 

4.  As  to  damage  up   to   that  date,  that   the  alleged  of  other  mem- 
damage  was  done  by  him  as  a  member  of  the  Surrey  and  hunt    2.  That 
Burstow  Hunts,  and  that  on  their  behalf  a  sum  of  8Z.  had  }|abTe  foHa- 
been  paid  to  and  received  by  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  "»*««  done  by 

*  ...  rabbits  or  birds, 

the  alleged  injuries.  unless  he  had 

Issue  and  new  assignment:  that  the  action  was  brought  unreasonable 
for  other  injuries  than  those  covered  by  the  pleas  of  justi-  ""^  excessive 

fication,  and  which  excess  also,  on  the  other  hand,  was  s.  Thatadepo- 
.  .  .  sition  made  on 
denied.  his  behalf  in  a 

suit  in  Chan- 

Shee,  Serit.,  and  Patchett,  for  the  plaintiff.  "nr  between 

'        J    '  '  r  himself  and  the 

Bovilly  Hawkins  and  Sir  George  Honyman,  for  the  de-  the  same  sui 
fendant.  j«^*  """^i'  . 

•  was  not  admis- 

The  plaintiff  was  tenant  of  a  farm  (it  did  not  appear  for  «ible  against 

hiuL    Sed 
quart. 
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^^"^^^      the  following  agreement,  on  which  the  plea  of  justification 
was  based,  the  interest  in  which  was  ultimately  assigned 
to  the  defendant : — 

*'  Articles  of  agreement  made  and  entered  into  on  the  6th  of  March, 
I860,  between  John  Paget,  of  South  Park  Farm,  in  the  parish  of 
Bletchingly,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  yeoman,  of  the  one  part,  and  Charles 
Arkcoll,  of  Maidstone,  Esq.,  of  the  other  part  Jn  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  50/.,  the  said  J.  Paget  doth  grant  and  demise  to  the  aaid 
Charles  Arkcoll,  and  his  assigns,  full  and  exclusive  right  and  Kbertj 
for  him  and  his  and  their  friends,  and  associates  and  others,  with  hit 
and  their  permission,  gamekeepers,  serrants,  and  attendants,  to  hunt, 
course,  fowl,  shoot,  and  otherwise  sport  in,  upon,  and  over  all  and 
every  the  farm  lands  and  premises  of  J.  Paget,  called  or  known  by  the 
name  of  South  Farm,  containing  in  the  whole  504  acres  (more  or  leas) 
as  often  as  he  the  said  Arkcoll  shall  think  fit;  and  the  game,  fowl, 
rabbits,  and  other  things  there  killed  and  taken  to  cany  away  for  his  and 
their  use,  with  full  liberty  of  ingress,  egress,  and  regress  (they  doing  no 
wilful  damage  to  the  grain  or  other  produce  of  the  said  J.  Paget,  or  bis 
or  their  tenants),  for  a  year,  from  the  Ist  of  March,  1860."  Then  it 
was  further  stipulated,  that  during  the  term  Paget  should  not  hunt, 
course,  fowl,  shoot,  or  sport  over  or  upon  any  part  of  the  lands,  &c.,  and 
provided  that  at  any  time  before  the  1st  of  March,  1861  (the  expiration 
of  the  year),  Arkcoll  or  his  assignee  might  demand  a  lease  of  the  rigfati 
so  granted  for  a  term  not  exceeding  seven  years. 

In  1861,  there  was  a  similar  agreement  entered  into  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  two  persons  named  Cole  and 
Strange,  the  interest  in  which  was,  on  the  19th  February 
in  that  year,  assigned  to  the  defendant,  a  member  of  the 
Surrey  and  Burstow  Hunts.  Previously  to  that  there  had 
been  some  disputes  between  them  and  the  plaintiiF,  who  in 
January,  1861,  signed  the  following  : — 

"  Paper  signed  by  Mr.  Paget,  Mr.  Birkbeck,  and  Mr.  Mortimer  (Master 
of  the  Surrey  Hunt),  at  a  meeting  at  the  Greyhound  Inn,  Croydon, 
January  5,  1861 ;  present,  Mr.  Mortimer,  Mr.  Birkbeck,  Mr.  J.  Walker, 
Mr.  Duckworth,  Mr.  Brown,  and  Mr.  Paget  Mr.  Paget  having  agreed 
to  meet  them  to  settle  the  hunting  difiercncc,  it  is  arranged  that  he  shall 
withdraw  all  hunting  notices  to  keep  off  his  land,  and  to  give  full  per- 
mission to  the  Hunt  to  cross  his  land  and  draw  his  covers,  on  condition 
that  the  Hunt,  either  the  Surrey  Hunt  or  the  Burstow  Hunt,  shall  pay 
all  fair  losses  of  poultry,  &c.,  and  all  vexatious  damage  by  horMS  in 
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crossing  the  land^  and  taking  Mr.  Paget*8  bunting  and  shooting  in  the  1863. 

customary  way,  at  a  rental  of  60/.  for  500  acres.     And,  on  the  above       v^*^ 
consideration  being  carried  out,  Mr.  Paget  consents  to  withdraw  all         Paget 
notices  to  warn  oif  the  Hunt,  and  consents  to  their  hunting  over  and      _     ^' 
drawing  his   lands.     And  in  case  of  any  difference  arising,  Mr.  M. 
Walker  shall  act  as  arbitrator,  and  his  decision  is  to  be  binding ;  but  it 
is  understood  that  this  agreement  is  to  be  determinable  by  either  party 
by  six  months'  notice."    (Signed  by  Mr.  Birkbeck  and  Mr.  Mortimer, 
and  also  by  the  plaintiff.)     <*  Memorandum. — That  Mr.  Birkbeck  under- 
takes to  rent  the  shooting  from  Mr.  Paget."    (Signed  by  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiff.) 

About  a  month  after  this,  Messrs.  Cole  and  Strange 
assigned  their  interest  to  the  defendant,  who  claimed  a 
lease  in  accordance  therewith,  which  the  plaintiff  refused 
to  grant.  The  defendant  Birkbeck  sued  Paget  in  equity 
for  a  performance  of  the  agreement  to  grant  a  lease,  and 
got  a  decree  to  that  effect  with  this  important  proyiso — 
''  the  plaintiff  (Birkbeck,  the  now  defendant)  undertaking 
not  to  turn  down  rabbits.'*  This  decree  was  in  July,  1862, 
and  directed  the  execution  of  a  lease  to  be  dated  and  have 
effect  from  the  time  at  which  it  would  have  been  dated  if 
the  agreement  had  been  strictly  fulfilled, — viz.,  on  the  1st 
of  March,  1862.  All  through  the  year  1861,  disputes  had 
been  going  on  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  to 
hunters  coming  upon  the  land,  also  as  to  birds  and  rabbits 
alleged  to  have  been  brought  upon  the  land  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  November,  1862,  the  plaintiff  brought  this 
action.  He  was  called  as  a  witness  and  swore  to  cer- 
tain damage  to  his  crops  caused  by  the  hunts  and  also  by 
rabbits  and  pheasants,  and  he  denied  the  alleged  accord, 
declaring  that  it  related  to  an  assault.  As  to  the  hunting, 
be  said  the  defendant  appeared  to  be  the  principal  person, 
but  as  it  appeared  he  was  not  master,  and  did  not  appear 
that  he  had  brought  the  others,  but  only  that  he  had  come 
with  others. 

Bovill  objected  that  he  was  not  liable  for  any  damage 
not  proved  to  have  been  caused  by  his  own  horse,  and 
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That  cause  of  complaint  therefore  failed. 

As  regarded  the  pheasants,  it  was  admitted  that  200 
eggs  had  been  brought  by  the  defendant  to  be  hatched  on 
the  farm,  but  that  this  was  with  the  plaintiflTs  knowledge 
and  assent. 

As  regarded  the  rabbits,  it  was  admitted  that  a  few  had 
been  turned  down,  but  with  the  plaintiflTs  assent  or  acqui- 
escence, that  is,  that  he  knew  of  it  and  did  not  object 
The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  however,  went  to  show 
excess. 

The  plaintiflp  having  been  cross-examined  as  to  the  de- 
positions in  the  suit  in  Chancery, 

Sliee,  Serjt.,  proposed  to  put  in  a  deposition  made  by 
a  person  examined  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  the 
Chancery  suit,  but 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  it  could  not  be  put  in  as  it  did 
not  appear  that  it  was  so  far  relevant  to  the  issue,  or  used 
or  adopted  by  the  defendant,  to  make  it  admissible  against 

(a)  If  it  gives  B.  leave  to  go  on  Rep.  349 ;  Cobbett  v.  Grey,  4 
a  field  in  which  A.  has  no  right,  Exch.  Rep.  729.)  In  the  ease  of 
and  B.  goes  there,  this  will  not  master  and  servant,  indeed,  the 
make  A.  liable  as  a  co-trespasser  mere  presence  and  silent  acqoi- 
with  B. ;  but  if  A.  authorizes  and  escence  of  the  master  has  been 
orders  B.  to  go  on  the  field,  and  he  held  to  make  him  a  trespasser  by 
does  so,  A.  is  a  joint  trespasser  the  act  of  his  servant,  as  in  the 
with  B.,  the  latter  being  an  autho-  case  of  the  master  sitting  by  the 
rity,  the  former  a  leave  and  licence  side  of  his  servant  who  is  driving, 
only.  (Robinson  v.  Vaughlon,  8  {Chandler  v.  Broughton,  I  C&IL 
C.  &  P.  252.)  So  on  the  same  29.)  But  that  resU  on  the  re- 
principle  mere  ratification  does  not  lation  of  master  and  servant,  and 
render  a  party  liable  as  trespasser,  does  not  apply  to  independent  par- 
(  Wilson  v.   Tummonf  6  M.  &  G.  tics.    No  doubt  presence  and  < 


236.)    But  there  must  be  evidence  mon  action  may  be  evidence  of  a 

of  participation  or  previous  direc-  common  precedent  design,  but  the 

tion   or  authorization.     {Duke  of  point  was  not  so  put;  uidqu^re, 

Brunswick  v.   Slowmant  8  C.  B.  whether  there  was  evidence  enough 

317;   Neate  v.  Harding,  6  Exch.  to  raise  it? 


HOME  CIRCUIT. 


687 


biin  in  this  action  as  an  admission  made  by  bim  or  witb 
bis  autbority  (a). 

At  tbe  close  of  tbe  case, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury,  in  substance, 
wbetber  tbere  bad  been  an  unreasonable  excess  in  bring- 
ing on  birds  or  rabbits  without  tbe  assent  of  the  plaintiff. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 
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(fl)  The  test,  whether  deposi- 
tions in  a  former  suit  are  admis- 
sible against  the  parties  on  whose 
behalf  they  were  made,  would  seem 
to  be  whether  he  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  knowing  what  was  con- 
tained therein,  and  knowingly  used 
them.  In  an  issue  from  Chancery 
between  A.  and  B.,  depositions 
produced  in  Chancery  by  A.,  in 
a  suit  of  C.  against  B.,  are  not 
admissible;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Atkins 
▼.  Humphries,  1  M.  &  R.  523; 
of  course  the  parties  must  be  the 
same  ;  Humphreys  v.  Penson,  1 
My.  &  Cr.  580;  sed  vide  Lorion 
V.  Kingstown,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  269. 


Where  they  are  the  same,  and  the 
witness  has  been  called  by  and  ex- 
amined for  the  one  party  in  Court, 
then  the  evidence  is  admissible 
against  him  ;  as  where,  in  trespas.^, 
the  witness  has  been  called  and 
examined  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  pre- 
vious hearing  before  tbe  magis- 
trates. (Cole  V.  Hadley,  11  Ad, 
&  £.  807.)  The  point  was  not 
taken  here  as  to  the  use  of  the 
deposition,  with  the  knowledge  of 
its  contents,  which  turns  on  rather 
a  nice  point  of  Chancery  practice ; 
and  the  quest^^is  now  pending 
before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
in  a  case  of  Morgan  v.  Richards. 


This 


Croydon^  coram  Sramwell,  B. 

SCHWEITZER  v.  LONG   and   others.  Surrey  Summer 

Assizes, 

was  an  action  against  a  firm  of  colonial  brokers,  in  an  action 
who  carried  on  business  under  the  name  of  Long,  Wallace  fonial'broker 
and  Rolfe,  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  189/.,  purporting  to  ^^i^^^on^r" 
be  drawn  by  one  Seifert,  at  Trieste,  on  the  16th  of  Janu-  question  as  to 
ary,  1863,  at  four  months,  and  accepted  by  Wallace  in  the  cept:  held,  that 
name  of  the  firm.  {."eTkW"' 

their  own 
knowledge  as  commercial  men,  whether  colonial  brokers  did  business  by  means  of  bills  of 
exchange:  and  evidence  being  given  to  show  that  they  did  not,  but  the  witnesses  admitting 
that  they  did  so,  sometimes,  though  it  was  not  usual ;  the  question  left  to  the  jury  was, 
whether  it  was  not  one  mode  by  which  they  carried  on  business. 

VOL.  111.  3   A  F.F. 
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Plea,  denying  the  deception. 

Lush  and  T.  J.  Clark  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bomll,  Joyce  and  W,  Barnard,  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  7th  of  February  the  bill  was  received  by  tbe 
plaintiff,  a  commission  agent  and  bill  discounter  in  Lon- 
don, from  one  Low.  The  defence,  in  substance,  was  that 
the  bill  had  been  drawn  by  Wallace  in  fraud  of  the  firm. 

The  plaintiff  was  called  to  prove  he  took  the  bill  from 
Low,  and  gave  notice  of  it  Then  one  Levy,  a  commis- 
sion agent,  was  called  to  confirm  his  case  by  proving  the 
drawing,  and  was  cross-examined  as  to  when  he  last  saw 
Seifert,  whose  name  was  to  the  bill  as  drawer,  and  what 
he  knew  of  him.  (Low  was  not  called.)  It  appeared  that 
in  April  the  partnership  with  Wallace  was  dissolved. 

Bovill  proposed  to  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions  on  the 
point,  that  in  the  business  of  colonial  brokers  one  partner 
could  not  bind  his  co-partners  by  bills  of  exchange. 

The  learned  Judqb  said  he  thought  it  might  be  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury. 

Lush  said  he  should  also  think  it  w*as  a  question  on 
which  the  jury  might  find  from  their  own  commercial 
knowledge,  without  any  evidence. 

The  learned  Judge  said  there  certainly  were  matters  of 
common  knowledge  within  the  province  of  juries  without 
any  express  evidence  (a),  and  he  should  think  that  tbe 


(a)  It  is  very  ancient  law,  al- 
though, until  lately,  it  had  become 
somewhat  obsolete,  that  a  jury 
may  find  a  verdict  on  their  own 
knowledge,  without  evidence  as  to 
matters  of  a  public  nature,  as  cus- 
toms or  usages  of  business  or  the 
like.  Thus,  issue  upon  prescrip- 
tion, the  jurors  say  their  ancestors 
do  not  know  the  contrary,  nor 
have  any  information  to  the  con- 
trary, and  find  the  prescription,  it 


is  a  good  verdict.  (Year  Book,  S4 
H.  6,  36.)  So,  in  another  case,  it 
was  said,  "  Evidence  is  not  giveiif 
but  to  inform  them  (the  jury)  in 
their  conscience  of  the  right;  (and) 
though  no  evidence  was  ghen  of 
any  part,  or  they  will  not  givs 
evidence,  yet  they  are  to  gifs 
verdict  on  one  side  or  other.'' 
(Vavisor,  J.,  Year  Book,  14  H. 
7,  29.)  Indeed,  in  the  origin  of 
trial  by  jury,  it  was  mainly  for  tbe 
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jury  might  be  asked  of  their  own  knowledge  whether  colo-        1863. 
nial  brokers  did  not  carry  on  their  business  by  means  of  ^ 
bills  of  exchange.  v. 

The  jury  at  once  intimated  that  it  was  so.  and  Othem 

Bovill  said  he  should  then  address  the  jury,  urging  that 
evidence  was  necessary  of  authority  to  accept  bills.  It 
was  not  every  firm  that  had  imphed  authority  for  all  its 
members  to  accept  bills  in  its  name. 

The  learned  Judge. — Not  every  firm,  no  doubt;  but 
every  mercantile  or  commercial  firm.  Not  a  firm  of  attor- 
neys, for  instance,  but  merchants  and  traders. ' 

Bomll  said  be  should  contend  that  it  required  evidence 
in  the  case  of  colonial  brokers.  In  the  business  of  colo- 
nial brokers  there  was  no  necessity  for  bills  of  exchange 
being  accepted,  and  therefore  no  general  or  implied  autho- 
rity on  one  member  of  the  firm  to  bind  the  others.  Nor 
was  it  the  habit  of  this  particular  firm  to  use  bills  in  their 
business.  As  brokers  of  colonial  produce  they  had  no- 
thing to  do  with  bills.  There  was  no  authority  either  in 
law  or  in  fact  to  accept  this  bill.  It  was  no  part  of  the 
business  of  colonial  brokers  to  accept  bills,  and  though 
some  did  so  this  firm  did  not. 

One  of  the  defendants  produced  the  deed  of  partner- 
determination  of  matters  within  the  %  cau^  Bulst.  48.)  When  juries  came 
knowledge  of  the*' country/' as  they  to  take  cognizance  of  matters  of  a 
were  called,  such  matters  as  seisin  private  nature,  which  could  only 
or  disseisin  (which  were  supposed  he  tried  by  evidence,  they  did  not 
to  be  matters  of  notoriety  in  the  lose  their  power  of  determining 
"country  "),  usages,  customs,  com-  matters  of  a  more  general  or  public 
moDS,  and  matters  of  that  nature,  nature,  upon  their  own  knowledge, 
such  as  boundary.  (Bro.  Abr.  And,  upon  this  principle,  in  a 
''Trial,"  17.)  And  hence  it  was,  modem  case,  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 
that  the  ancient  doctrine  of  venue  de  vicineto,  as  to  a  question  of 
rested  on  the  knowledge  of  the  boundary,  was  allowed  to  be  given 
"vicinage,"  and  the  principle  was,  in  evidence,  although  founded  only 
that  the  venue  should  be  where  on  the  knowledge  of  the  jury.  ( Re 
the  <*  country"  had  the  most "  know-  Sutton,  8  Ad.  &  E.  5 1 6.) 
ledge  "  of  the  matter.    ( LytkerriCs         This  general  knowledge  of  juries 
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1863.        ship  dated  the  Slst  of  December,  1861,  with  a  clause  that 

.  neither  of  the  partners  should,  without  the  consent  of  the 

Schweitzer  ■  ' 

V.  other,  draw  or  accept  bills.     And  he  stated  that  to  his 

and  Others,  knowledge  none  of  the  members  of  the  firm  did  so.  The 
signature  to  the  bill  was  neither  that  of  the  witness  nor  of 
his  co-partner  (Long),  nor  had  it  anything  to  do  with  the 
business  of  the  firm,  nor  did  he  know  Seifert.  They  had 
heard  of  other  similar  matters  respecting  Wallace,  and  in 
October  last  "  stopped  his  signature  "  at  their  bankers-^ 
t.  e,f  directed  that  they  should  not  honour  it  in  any  way. 
It  was  no  part  of  the  business  of  the  firm  to  deal  in  or 
give  bills  of  exchange,  nor  were  colonial  brokers  in  the 
habit  of  so  doing,  and  he  never  knew  of  a  colonial  house 
doing  so.  The  City  regulations  did  not  allow  produce* 
brokers  to  deal  in  bills. 

The  learned  Baron  observed  that  probably  the  jury 
would  be  aware  that  this  was  a  regulation  notoriously  dis- 
garded. 

The  jury  said  this  was  so. 

The  witness  being  pressed  in  cross-examination  as  to 
whether  colonial  brokers  did  not  accept  bills,  said  he  had 
heard  of  some  occasionally  doing  so.  The  business  of 
colonial  brokers  was  to  buy  and  sell  produce,  not  accept 
bills.  It  was  not  their  business  to  give  bills,  nor  usual 
to  do  so. 

The  other  co-defendant.  Long,  gave  similar  evidence. 
He  admitted,  however,  that  some  colonial  brokers  did  give 
bills,  and  it  had  been,  said  the  witness,  their  ruin.     But 

has  been  repeatedly  appealed  to  of  ante,  p.  21 7  ;  or  broker,  Bradlof  v. 

late  by  judges,  on  matters  agricul-  Goddard,  ante,  p.  638.     The  prin- 

tural  or  mercantile.  As,  on  a  ques-  ciple  is  of  some  importance,  for 

tion  as  to  the  authority  of  farm  ser-  there  are  many  cases  in  which  it 

vants  to  sell  horses  at  a  price  on  ere-  happens  that  no  express  evidence 

dit,  vide  North  v.Jacktorif  Vol.  II.,  is  forthcoming,  upon  aome  matter 

p.  199.     So  as  to  the  duty  of  an  of  this  nature,  whether  from  iti 

agent;  Hayet  v.  Tindal,  Ibid.  444.  being  so  well  known,  or  from  its 

So    as    to  the  duty  of   bankers;  being  supposed  to  be  matter  of  lav. 
Foster  V.    The  Bank  of  London^ 
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respectable  brokers  did  not  use  bills,  and  it  was  unusual        1868. 

for  them  to  give  or  take  bills.     Nor  did  Russia  brokers,   „  ""^"^^ 

°  Schweitzer 

he  believed,  do  so.  v. 

The  witness  said  he  knew  of  colonial  brokers  actually     ^nd  Others, 
refusing  business  rather  than  take  bills. 

A  witness,  who  had  been  with  Rothschilds  twenty 
years,  being  asked  if  colonial  brokers  dealt  at  all  in  bills, 
he  said  he  believed  merchants  objected  to  such  bills, 
deeming  that  it  was  not  the  business  of  brokers  to 
give  bills.  And  although  he  had  known  of  colonial 
brokers  giving  bills,  he  did  not  know  that  it  was  the 
usage  among  them  to  do  so.  But  he  said  he  was  not  a 
bill-broker,  and  was  a  foreign  exchange  broker,  and  such 
bills  would  not  probably  come  to  him. 

A  witness,  who  had  been  a  colonial  broker  for  thirty 
years,  stated  that  it  was  not  the  practice  of  colonial 
brokers  to  accept  bills. 

The  learned  Judob. — But  is  it  not  one  way  in  which 
they  carry  on  business  ? 

Witness. — It  is. 

Another  broker  stated  it  was  not  usual  among  colonial 
brokers  to  accept  bills. 

Bovill,  upon  this  evidence,  addressed  the  jury,  urging 
that  not  only  had  it  not  been  proved  that  colonial  brokers 
carried  on  business  by  means  of  bills,  but  it  had  positively 
been  disproved,  and  this  did  away  with  all  implied  autho- 
rity to  accept  this  bill ;  and,  as  the  partnership  deed  nega- 
tived an  actual  authority,  therefore  the  defendants  were 
not  bound  by  this  bill.  No  doubt,  it  often  happened  that 
persons  whose  business  did  not  require  bills  did  give  or 
take  them  for  particular  purposes  or  pressing  reasons; 
but  that  was  far  from  showing  that  it  was  usual  or  neces- 
sary to  their  business  to  do  so,  and  a  partner  was  only 
bound  by  partnership  acceptances  in  the  way  of  the  part- 
nership business. 

Liishf  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  ridiculed  the 
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idea  that  colonial  brokers  did  not  accept  bills  of  exchange, 
and  contended  that  his  client,  as  a  bond  fide  holder,  was 
clearly  entitled  to  recover. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury 
said  the  question  was  one  of  the  liability  of  the  co-partners, 
which  depended  on  implied  authority  to  accept  bills  of  ex- 
change (a).  No  doubt  there  were  some  businesses  in  which 
bills  were  not  used,  and  in  which  they  would  probably  be 
no  such  implied  authority — as,  for  instance,  stockbrokers; 
and  some  witnesses  of  the  highest  respectability  had  been 
called  to  prove  that  there  was  no  such  authority  in  the  case 
of  colonial  brokers.  The  only  doubt  was,  whether  they 
were  not  in  a  sense  too  respectable,  and  whether  they 
were  not  men  of  such  high  character  as  to  be  unaware  of 
the  practices  to  which  smaller  men  were  driven.  If,  how- 
ever, the  jury  were  satisfied  that  although  it  might  not  be 
the  best  way,  still  it  was  one  way  of  carrying  on  the  business 
of  colonial  brokers,  then  there  would  be  the  implied  au- 
thority to  accept  the  bill,  and  the  defendants  would  be 
bound  by  the  bill  in  the  hands  of  a  bond  fide  holder. 

Verdict  for  tbfc  plaintiff. 


(a)  It  is  an  incident  of  a  com- 
mon trading  co-partnership,  that 
the  acting  partners  have  authority 
to  borrow  money  and  give  bills. 
{Brown  v.  Kidger,  28  L.  J.,  Exch. 


Ibid.  69.)  In  the  latter  cu 
was  merely  a  partnership  to  get 
orders  on  commission,  and  divide 
tlie  expenses;  and  that  was  held 
not  a  partnership   to  which   the 


66  ;  not  of  others,  Yatet  v.  DuUon,      authority  was  incident. 
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LeweSy  coram  Cochbum^  C.J. 
REGINA  V.  RICHARDSON.  *^^"^ 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  administering  a  certain  On  an  indict- 
poison,  called  corrosive  sublimate,  to  Wm.  H.  Halsted  and  miDistering' 
Martha  Halsted,  with  intent  to  murder  them,  &c.  poison  witS 

'  '  intent  to 

RoupeU  for  the  prosecution.  police  hiving, 

in  consequence 

Barrow  for  the  defence.  of  certain  in- 

fonnation, 

From  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution,  it  appeared  that  bottle  contain- 

the  prisoner  was  the  domestic  servant  of  the  prosecutor  jnVpfacc  used 

and  his  wife,  and  that  there  was  no  one  else  but  herself  ^y  ^^  P"" 

11*11  1      .  If  11.     «>»w*  **w, 

and  them  in  the  house  at  the  time,  and  that,  on  the  day  in  that  they  were 

question,  she  had  drawn  and  brought  up  to  table  some  cl(»efrom "" 
beer  for  their  dinner.     In  that  beer  was  found  a  quantity  whom  they  had 
of  corrosive  sublimate,  while  other  beer  which   she  had  tlon. 
drawn  from  the  same  cask  for  her  own  dinner  was  per- 
fectly free  from  it :  so  that  it  was  clear  the  poison  must 
have  been,  either  by  accident  or  design,  in  the  jug  in  which 
she  had  drawn  the  beer  for  her  master  and  mistress.    She 
was  questioned  as  to  the  matter,  and  her  answers  at  the 
time  seemed  satisfactory.    About  three  weeks  afterwards, 
however,  some  communication  was  made  to  the  police, 
upon  which  they  searched  the  servant's  privy,  used  only 
by  the  prisoner,  and  in  the  soil  was  found  a  phial  contain- 
ing a  small  quantity  of  liquid,  containing  corrosive  sub- 
limate. 

At  the  trial  the  policeman  was  asked  from  whom  he 
received  the  information  alluded  to,  when  he  replied,  as  he 
had  previously  done  before  the  magistrates,  and  so  stated 
in  the  depositions,  that  he  and  all  the  West  Sussex  police 
received  printed  instructions,  amongst  which  was  one  for- 
bidding them  to  name  persons  from  whom  any  information 
was  received,  and  he  therefore  refused  to  say  who  were 

yoL.  III.  3  B  p.p. 
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his  informantSy  unless  ordered  to  do  so  by  his  superin- 
tendent (a). 

CocKBURN^  C.  J.  {b),  ordered  him  immediately  to  answer 
the  question,  observing  that,  in  this  case  (c),  it  was  most 
material  to  the  ends  of  justice  that  it  should  be  stated. 

The  policeman  answered  that  he  had  the  information 
from  two  girlsi  who  were  not  called  as  witnesses  for  the 
prosecution  (d). 


(a)  This  regalation  must  have 
been  intended  to  guard  against 
communications  to  mere  inquiries 
by  private  persons ;  it  could  not,  of 
course,  bind  her  Majesty's  Courts 
of  Justice,  and  the  policeman  must 
have  been  very  ill-instructed  to  sup- 
pose so. 

(6)  Whose  attention  had  been 
previously  called  to  the  point  by  a 
memorandum  made  in  the  margin 
of  the  depositions  by  the  magis- 
trates, to  the  effect  that  the  police- 
man had  been  asked  the  question 
before  them,  and  that  they  had 
allowed  him  to  decline  to  answer. 

(f)  See  Taylor  on  Evidence,  3rd 
edition,  s.  861.  It  is  stated  that, 
in  R,  V.  Hardy,  24  How.  State 
Trials,  (see  also  Gr.  Ev.  s.  250  in 
part,)  the  Judges  were  unanimously 
of  opinion  that  questions  tending 
to  the  discovery  of  the  channels  by 
which  the  information  was  given 
to  the  officers  of  justice  were,  upon 
the  general  principles  of  public  con- 
venience, to  be  suppressed.  The 
learned  author,  however,  states  the 
rule  as  one  in  which  the  evidence, 
excluded  from  motives  of  public 
policy,  comprises  secrets  of  state 
or  matters  the  disclosure  of  which 
would  be  prejudicial  to  the  public 
interest.  And  he  says,  in  sect. 
862,  "  It  may  be  doubted  whether 


this  mle  of  protection  extends  to 
ordinary  prosecations  (per  Pol- 
lock, a  B.,  16  M.  &  W.  ISl); 
and  even  when  it  applies,  as  it  im- 
questionably  does  whenever  Ibe 
Government  is  directly  concerned, 
it  may  sometimes,  if  rigidly  en- 
forced, be  productiTe  of  great  m- 
dividoal  hardship,"  &e. 

Mr.  Best,  also  (Prindplea  of  Law 
of  Evidence,  3rd  edition,  s.  607), 
confines  the  rule  to  political  cases. 

{d)  Though  in  thb  paiticdar 
case  it  was  not  so,  yet  it  might  be 
in  similar  cases,  that  the  informik 
tion  was  given  by  or  derived  from 
the  really  guilty  party,  with  a  view 
to  divert  suspicion  from  himsd^ 
and  fix  it  on  an  innocent  peiaoa. 
Or,  again,  it  might  be  (and  in  this 
case  it  was  so),  that  the  informatioa 
was  derived  from  the  accused  be^ 
self,  and  was  accompanied  by  a 
statement  showing  her  innocence. 
In  point  of  fact,  she  had  the  snb- 
limate  for  application  to  a  sore  on 
her  leg,  and  had  poured  some  into 
the  bottle  to  use  it  for  that  pniposi^ 
but  had  forgotten  it  when  she  drew 
the  beer.  The  eflTect  of  applying 
the  supposed  rule  in  such  cases,  it 
is  manifest,  would  be  to  enable  pro- 
secutors or  policemen  to  prodoot 
such  portUnu  of  evidence  as  tbcy 
might  please,  and  to  withhold  tbe 


HOME  CIRCUIT. 

Barrow  cross-exaDiined  with  a  view  to  elicit  that  the 
accused  might  have  had  the  corrosive  for  a  sore  on  her 
leg.  But  the  chemist,  whose  name  was  on  the  bottle,  could 
not  recollect  the  circumstances  under  which  he  sold  it. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.|  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
pointed  out  the  importance  which  their  evidence  might 
have  been  in  the  case.  They  could  have  stated  how  it 
was  they  bad  come  to  know  that  the  bottle  was  where  it 
was  found,  and  perhaps  could  have  given  some  clue  as  to 
the  person  who  put  it  there. 

Verdict,  Not  Guilty. 


witnesses,  the  wholt  of  whose  evi- 
dence might  demonstrate  the  inno- 
cence of  the  accused.  It  is  extra- 
ordinary that  it  should  ever  have 
been  supposed  that,  (in  ordinary 
cases,  at  all  events,)  there  ever  was 
such  a  rule,  and  the  latest  writer  on 
the  subject,  Mr.  Best,  entirely  ig- 
nores it  except  in  political  cases. 
And  it  may  deserve  consideration 
whether,  even  in  such  cases.  It 
applies  where  the  question  is  asked, 
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not  merely  with  a  view  to  elicit  the 
name  for  purposes  of  observation  on 
credit,  &c.,  but,  as  in  the  present 
instance,  the  party  who  gave  the 
information  muU  have  been  in  a 
position  to  disclose  something  fur- 
ther as  to  the  &cts  of  the  case :  as, 
for  example,  in  this  case,  how  the 
informants  came  to  find  the  bottle, 
or  from  whom  they  had  the  inform- 
ation. 
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1808. 

^"^•^^^  Kifigston,  coram  Cochbum,  C.J. 

Spring  Attiut.       MEYER  AND  ANOTHBR  r.  BARNETT  AND  ANOTHBB. 

The  defend-  . 

nakeS'h.dan  AcTION  by  a  Belgian  firm  of  gun-barrel  manufacturers, 
intcnriew  with  Messrs.  Meyer  and  Co.,  of  Li^ge,  against  a  firm  of  gun- 
gan-bmti  makers  in  London,  for  not  accepting  and  paying  for 
SJkhl'*'  20,000  gun-barrels,  according  to  contract.  The  first 
■l>ecimenbar-    count  set  forth  a  special  contract,  by  which,  on  the  7th 

rel  WAS  pro* 

ducedoneach  November,  1861,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the 
defendanu"^  plaintiffs  and  defendants  that  the  plaintiffs  should  sell 
Aen  wrote  to    ^^yj  deliver  to  the  defendants,  and  that  the  defendants 

the  plainuffa 

propoaing  to  should   buy  and  accept  from  the  plaintiffs  20,000  gun- 

Fhem  2o!ooo  barrels  of  the  same  quality  as  a  sample  then  shown  by 

^f ScMme  *^®  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  and  to  be  made  according 

^?*''7J?^**®  to  a   pattern  decided   upon   by  the  defendants,  at  the 

pie/'  to  be  price  of  98.  Qd.  per  barrel,  payable  on  delivery  at  the 

ing  to  a  pat-  "  plaintiff's  factory  at  Li^ge :  the  delivery  to  be  by  instal- 

tern  decided      ments,  the  whole  within  five  calendar  months  from  the 

on  by  the  ' 

defeDdants,"      date  of  the  Contract ;  10  per  cent,  to  be  kept  back  as  a 

and  the  plain-  ..     #.      ,i  *  .  t*  r    ^  .       .        a 

tiffs  wrote  Security  for  the  strict  performance  of  the  contract  Aver- 
••thrtcrawcon-  ^^^^f  ^^^t  the  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defend- 
tained"in8uch  ants  a  part  of  the  said  barrels,  and  were  ready  and  willing 

letter.     It  was  /  '  «         ,       ,         , 

admitted  that  to  deliver  residue  according  to  contract.  Breach,  that  the 
proiuced^y  defendants  would  not  accept  the  residue. 
wt*he  irner"^  Second  count,  on  an  alleged  substituted  contract,  on 
view  waa"  fine-  3rd  March,  1862,  after  delivery  of  part  of  the  barrels 
that  those  to  under  the  first  contract,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
Wm  were  to  be  ^^^  calendar  months;  under  which  substituted  contract, 
••rough-bored,"  the  residue  were  to  be  delivered  with  a  certain  modifica- 

and  so  neces- 
sarily a  little 

larger  in  the  bore :  and  in  an  action  for  not  accepting  those  supplied,  the  contest  being 
whether  they  were  "according  to  the  pattern/'  or  varied  more  firom  it  than  they  ought,  being 
much  larger  than  the  standard  which  the  buyer  had  to  supply  guns  to  : — Held,  that 
parol  evidence  was  admissible,  at  all  events,  to  show  whether  the  minds  of  the  parties  ever 
were  ad  idem,  and  whether,  in  fact,  they  ever  contracted  at  all ;  and  sembie,  also,  to  expld» 
the  contract. 

Inspection  was  granted  to  the  defendants  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  185i,  a.  58,  of  die 
pattern  barrel,  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  the  residue  of  the  barrela  tendered, 
many  of  which  were  produced  in  Court  and  inspected  and  gauged  by  witneates  in  the 
presence  of  the  Jury. 


and  Another. 
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tion.     Averment  of  conditions  precedent.     Breach,  non-         1863. 

acceptance  of  such  residue.  ^  ^^^ 

Indebitatus  counts  for  goods  sold,  kc.  and  Another 

Particulars  claimed  the  residue  of  the  price  of  11,726      barnett 

barrels  at  9f .  6d. 

Pleas:  1.  Denying  the  alleged  contract. 

2.  Denying  the  plaintiffs'  readiness  to  deliver  according 
to  contract. 

3.  Never  indebted. 

4.  Payment. 

Bovill  and  Sir  O.  Honyman  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Lush  and  Murphy  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  7th  November,  1861,  one  of  the  defendants  saw 
Meyer,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  company  with  two  agents 
of  theirs  named  Elham  and  Manser,  and  discussed  a 
proposed  order  by  the  defendants  for  gun-barrels.  A 
card  was  then  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant, 
which  mentioned  the  specific  sizes  of  the  bores  to  be 
ordered  as  required.  Two  sample  barrels  were  on  that 
occasion  produced,  one  by  the  plaintiff,  the  other  by  the 
defendant.  Ultimately  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plain- 
tiffs a  letter  of  the  above  date,  containing  the  terms  of 
the  contract  declared  on  in  the  first  count,  and  which  ran 
thus  :— 

**In  reference  to  our  interview^  we  beg  to  inform  you  that  we  are 
prepared  to  purchase  of  you  the  20,000  barrels  of  the  same  quality  ae 
the  sample  shown ;  and  to  he  made  according  to  pattern  decided  on  hy  ut^ 
at  the  price  of  9s.  6d,  per  barrel,  payable  at  the  factory  in  Libge  on  de- 
livery, &C. ;  the  whole  within  five  calendar  months  from  the  date,  &c.*' 

BovUI,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  pliuntiflb,  stated  that 
the  contract  was  entered  into  by  the  defendants  for  the 
purpose  of  manufacturing  guns  to  sell  and  supply  the  belli- 
gerents in  the  war  between  the  ^*  United ''  and  the  '^  Con- 
federate'' States  of  America;  that  the  contract  was  entered 
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1863.        into  before  the  Queen's  proclamation  of  neutrality  (a\ 
^"^^      issued  the  4th  December,  1861,  prohibiting  the  exportation 
and  AnothMT    of  arms,  &c.     That  the  result  of  that  proclamation  had 
Barnit^     ^^^  to  prevent  the  exportation,  and  thus  to  deprive  the 
and  Anockffw  plaintiffs  of  a  market  for  the  barrels  which  the  defendants 
had  refused  to  accept.     And  this  was  alleged  as  the  main 
head  of  damage.     And  it  was  indeed  suggested,  that  the 
proclamation  caused  a  iail  in  prices  which  led  to  the  de- 
fendants' rejection  of  the  contract. 

The  witnesses  avowed  that  the  manufacturers  supplied 
both  the  belligerents  with  arms,  &c.,  being  quite  indifferent 
to  their  destination ;  and 

Lush,  for  the  defendants,  elicited  from  some  of  them 
that  the  proclamation  ceased  to  have  any  effect,  afler  a  few 
months,  in  preventing  the  exportation  of  arms  to  either  of 
the  belligerents. 

It  appeared  that  gun-barrels  for  military  use  were  first 
made  "  rough,"  and  then  '* fine-bored"  inside,  and  "fine- 
polished"  outside,  so  as  to  reduce  the  "bore"  of  the 
interior  and  the  gauge  of  the  exterior,  to  the  required 
standard,  which,  in  the  Enfield  rifle,  is  *576  of  an  inch, 
as  measured  by  decimals  of  an  inch. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  defendants  handed  a  pattern 
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defendants,  and  that  they  would  be  ''according  to  the 
pattern"  in  that  state,  although  it  was  admitted  that  the 
guns,  when  delivered  by  him  complete  under  his  contract, 
would  be  of  the  bore  of  the  Enfield  rifle,  '577 ;  the  differ- 
ence being  properly  allowed  for  "  fine-boring'*  by  the  gnn- 
maker.  The  case  for  the  defendants  was  that  the  difference 
was  much  greater  than  ought  to  be  required  for  "fine- 
boring  ; "  and  that  it  would  require  a  good  deal  of  what 
was  called  "rough-boring,"  to  reduce  the  barrel  near 
enough  to  the  required  bore,  and  that  rough-boring  was 
the  work  of  the  barrel-maker,  not  the  gun-maker;  and 
that,  therefore,  the  barrels  were  not  "according  to  the 
pattern." 

On  the  15th  November,  the  defendants  having  had  no 
answer  to  their  letter,  and  having  written  again  for  an 
answer,  they  received  a  letter  from  Elharo,  the  plaintiffs' 
London  agent,  to  the  effect  that  he  bad  made  out  a  con- 
tract in  the  terms  of  the  defendants'  letter,  and  sent  to 
Li^ge  for  signature,  but  that  his  principals  raised  a  diffi- 
culty as  to  the  mode  of  payment  on  part  delivery,  and  the 
letter  concluded  thus : — 

"  /  have  taken  the  sample  barrel  with  iwf /' 
On  the  28th  November,  1861,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  the 
defendants  a  letter  in  these  terms  : — 

"  We  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  7th,  inclosing  an 
order  for  20,000  barrels  of  a  quality  and  bore  similar  to  the  samples  we 
have  sent  you.  We  now  write  to  inform  you  that  we  accept  the  order 
on  the  ttrms  and  cond'Uiom  contained  in  your  Utter,  &c."  (a) 

On  the  24th  February,  1862,  the  first  parcel  of  650 
gun-barrels  were  received  and  examined  by  the  defendants, 
and  they  at  once  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  that  the  bore  was 
too  small,  the  outside  gauge  too  large,  &c. 

On  the  28th  February,  1862,  the  plaintiffs  replied 
thus : — 

**  It  b  possible  that  among  the  first  deliveries  there  are  still  smaller 
(a)  Vide  antfy^,  097. 
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and  Another 
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Barnbtt 
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boret.  To  aroid  all  DiiflandentaDding,  we  Aow  lAif  i^  anf  fa  jfoaa 
barrel,  brerchtd  at  we  thall  execute  the  whole  of  ycmr  anler,  with  the  cm- 
tomary  allowance.  We  haTe  also  encloied  the  hreech  which  joa  gare 
us  in  London.  You  will  tee  that  our  breech  ia  ao  laige  thai  anfBrifnt  ii 
left  for  filing." 

On  the  2nd  March,  Eibam  wrote  to  the  defendantB, 
complaining,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  3,750  barreb 
had  been  refused  by  the  defendants'  agents  at  Li^ge. 

On  the  3rd  March,  the  defendants  wrote  Elham  in  reply, 
requesting  that  in  future  the  alterations  specified  might 
be  made  in  the  barrels,  and  that  they  might  be  filed  ^like 
the  pattern  seat^*  not  expressly  defining  which  pattern. 

This  was  the  letter  relied  on  as  the  substituted  contract, 
declared  on  in  the  second  count,  and  it  was  opened  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  a  sample  barrel  had  been  sent  with  the  above 
letter,  which  was  denied  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

On  the  26th  March,  the  plaintiff  Meyer  came  to  London, 
and  saw  the  defendants'  foreman,  and  went  to  the  factory, 
and  was  shown  the  barrels  which  had  been  delivered,  and 
which,  it  was  explained  by  the  defendants,  were  not  ac- 
cording to  the  pattern  in  their  bore  and  gauge. 

On  the  28th  March,  the  defendants  wrote  to  the  plain- 
tiffs,  complaining  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  barrels 
should  be  the  same  as  the  pattern  barrel,  but  that  they 
were  not  so ;  and  that  they  desired  that  they  might  be 
made  so ;  and  until  this  was  done,  they  would  not  receive 
any  more. 

Meantime  various  deliveries  had  taken  place,  np  to 
March,  and,  in  the  result,  8,274  barrels  had  been  delivered, 
and  the  residue  were  tendered  and  refused  in  April.  The 
sum  of  £3,922  had  been  paid.  The  price  of  the  barrels 
delivered,  if  according  to  contract,  would  be  £3,930,  but 
if  the  first  24  were  excluded,  the  amount  would  be  only 
equal  to  the  amount  which  had  been  paid. 

The  defendants  had  declined  to  receive  anymore  barrels. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  barrels  already  delivered 
were  according  to  contract:  it  appeared  to  be  admitted 
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that  if  they  were  so,  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  to  deliver        ^863. 
the  residue  of  the  20,000.  ^m^ 

Evidence  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs    ""d  Another 
to  show  that  at  the  time  of  the  interview  before  the     Barhett 
letter,  the  pattern  barrel   produced   by  the  defendants    *"     "**  "' 
was  not  produced  as  a  pattern  of  what  the  bore  and 
gauge  were  to  be  when  the  barrels  were  delivered  by  the 
plaintiffs,  but  of  what  the  guns  were  to  be  when  finished 
by  the  defendants ;  that  the  barrels  delivered  to  him  were 
to  be  **  rough*  bored,"  and  that  the  pattern  was  a  ''  fine- 
bored"  barrel,  and  only  produced  to  show  what  the  barrels 
would  be  required  to  file  down  to  when  fine-bored. 

Evidence  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to 
show  that  the  barrels  as  delivered  were  not  "  according  to 
the  pattern  barrel "  produced  by  them,  and  were  not  in 
such  a  state  as  to  satisfy  a  contract  that  the  barrels  should 
be  according  to  that  pattern,  because  they  would  require 
rough  filing  to  reduce  them  to  the  bore  required — 
viz.,  "S??. 

Notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  pattern  barrel, 
and  this  was  accordingly  produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
was  found  to  be  "  fine-bored." 

In  the  course  of  the  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  observed — If  the  contract  was  that  the 
barrels  should  be  '^  according  to  the  pattern,"  parol  evidence 
could  not  properly  be  received  to  show  that  they  were  not  to 
be  so.  If  the  parol  evidence  was  properly  received  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  then  the  question  for  the  jury  would 
be  whether  the  minds  of  the  parties  were  ever  ad  idem ;  so 
far  as  it  rests  on  the  letters,  they  were  to  be  "  according  to 
the  pattern ;"  if  they  were  not  agreed  as  to  that,  then  there 
was  never  any  contract  at  all. 

JBovill  said  the  defendants  admitted  that  the  barrels 
were  not  to  be  exactly  according  to  his  pattern ;  and  so 
they  sought,  he  said,  to  vary,  by  parol,  the  terms  of  the 
letters,  which  were  not  identical. 
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CocKBURN^  C.  J.^Then  there  is  no  contract  (a).  I  will 
reserve  leave  to  move  on  the  pointy  but,  in  my  opiniony  in 
that  vieWy  there  never  was  any  contract.  I  shall  ask  the 
jury,  however,  whether  the  defendants  ever  intended  to 
contract  to  take  barrels  of  a  bore  under  '674. 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  went  to  show  that  the 
average  bore  of  the  barrels  delivered  was  '569,  and  that 
only  a  few  came  so  high  as  '570. 

The  defendants'  pattern  was^iie-bored  and  polished. 

The  defendants  and  their  witnesses  had,  under  a  Judge's 
order  (&),  inspected  the  pattern  gun-barrel,  which  they  had 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  which  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiffs'  attornies  in  this  country,  and  also  a  barrel 
similar  to  those  already  supplied  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants. 

The  case  for  the  defence  was,  that  the  bore  was  to  be 
that  of  the  pattern  barrel  decided  upon  by  the  parties,  and 
referred  to  in  the  letters,  and  that  its  bore  was  *574  of  an 
inch,  the  exact  bore  required  being  '577,  and  three  de- 
cimals being  allowed  for  the  effect  of  '^  fine-filing"  (which 
in  the  process  of  finishing,  &c.  slightly  enlarges  the  bore), 
whereas  the  barrels  supplied  by  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
above  *560of  an  inch — full  14  degrees  or  decimals  smaller 


(a)  As  in  the  case  of  brokers* 
notes  not  corresponding. 

(6)  An  order  by  Wilde,  B.,  12th 
June,  1862,  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  58. 
**  Either  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  to  a  Judge  for  an  order  for 
the  inspection,  by  the  jury  or  by  him- 
self or  his  witnesses,  of  any  real  or 
personal  property,  the  inspection 
of  which  may  be  material  to  the 
proper  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion in  dispute."  This  section  is 
not  in  terms  restricted  to  property 
**in  the  custody,  possession  or  power 
of  the  opposite  party,*'  as  in  the 


case  of  inspection  of  documeoti 
under  s.  50;  but,  no  doubt,  in 
principle  it  roust  be  to  limited: 
and  see  Morley  v.  The  Grtat  Cm- 
tral  Gas  Company,  2  Foat.  &  Fin. 
373  ;  Benneit  v.  Griffith^  7  Jar., 
N.  S.  284.  There  is  a  similar  pro- 
vision in  the  Patent  Act,  as  to 
which  see  Patent  I^pe  Comptayr, 
Harrison,  29  L.  J  ,  Ex,  977 ;  Mm- 
dotes  y,  Kirkman,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  207; 
Holland  y.  Fox,  3  E.  &  B.  977; 
see  also  Twtntyman  v.  Barntt,  2 
De  Gex  &  J.  225  ;  Davis  v.  Pcm- 
berton,  11  C.  B.,  N.  S.  628.  Einids 
note  to  Line  v.  Taylor,  pmi,  p.  731. 
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in  the  bore  than  the  alleged  '' pattern/'  and  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  defence  stated  that  the  barrels  were  rejected 
as  too  small  in  the  bore.  Their  evidence  was  to  the  effect 
that  to  reduce  the  bore  by  these  14  degrees  would  involve 
the  use  of  machinery  which  he  had  not  got,  and  would 
enhance  the  expense  by  hundreds,  of  pounds,  and  that 
•677  was  the  Government  gauge  of  the  bore,  to  which 
it  was  necessary  that  guns  for  military  use  should  be  re- 
duced. 

And  the  case  set  up  for  the  plaintiffs,  in  reply  to  that  set 
up  for  the  defence,  appeared  to  be  that  there  was  no  pattern 
or  sample  as  to  bore,  but  that  as  it  was  well  known  that 
*677  was  to  be  the  ultimate  gauge  of  the  bore,  the  barrels 
supplied  were  to  be  of  such  a  bore  as  would — allowing  a 
reasonable  latitude — "  work  down'*  to  that  gauge. 

In  the  course  of  the  cross-examination,  there  arose  not 
only  a  question  as  to  what  the  sample  or  pattern  barrel 
was,  but  also  as  to  what  was  the  bore  of  the  barrels 
supplied,  which  (as  has  been  mentioned)  the  defendants 
contended  was  only  *560,  whereas  the  plaintiffs  contended 
it  was  *672. 

In  the  course  of  the  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses 
for  the  defence,  a  box  containing  fifty  of  the  barrels  which 
had  been  supplied  was  opened,  and  they  were  challenged 
by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  to  gauge  their  bore,  and  it  was 
found  that  some  of  them  took,  though  with  difficulty,  a 
•672  gauge,  while  others  would  just  take  '666  or  "670;  but 
then  it  was  said  that  some  of  them  were  rusted  (a).  As 
regarded  the  external  gauge,  it  was  admitted  that  they 
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(a)  This  part  of  the  case  strongly 
ilhistrated  the  application  and  the 
utQity  of  the  clause  in  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  58, 
as  to  inspection,  by  the  parties  and 
wUneuet,  of  real  or  personal  pro- 
perty (a  view  only  applying  to  real 
property,  and  to  jurors),  the  in- 


spection of  which  may  be  material 
to  the  proper  determination  of  the 
question  in  dispute.  Of  course  this 
can  only  apply  to  property  in  the 
possession  or  control  of  one  of  the 
parties.  And  in  such  a  case  as 
this  the  clause  would  clearly  apply. 
Vide  Line  r.  Taylor,  pott,  p.  731. 
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1863.  would  not  suit  the  size  of  a  *677  bore  rifle,  but  then  it 
^P^^'^  was  contended  that  this  did  not  allow  for  "fine-filing," 
and  Another  and  that  the  contract  of  the  plaintiffs  was  only  to  furnish 
Barnbtt  barrels  in  the  ''  rough "  state,  neither  fine-bored  nor  fine- 
filed. 

Several  cases  of  barrels  which  had  been  delivered  by  the 
plaintiffs  were  produced  in  Court,  and  specimens  taken 
therefrom  at  hazard  were  examined  by  the  witnesses  and 
gauged  in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  and  it  appeared  that 
on  the  average  they  would  not  take  the  bore  *672. 

The  Chief  Inspector  of  Government  barrels  stated  that 
the  plaintiffs'  barrels  were  fine-bored,  but  not  sufficiently 
SO;  and  not  in  the  condition  in  which  they  ought  to  have 
been  when  delivered  to  the  manufacturer;  that  the  Gh>- 
vernment  rejected  barrels  at  the  bore  of  '672 ;  that  the 
plaintiffs'  barrels  might  satisfy  a  contract  to  deliver  barrels 
rough  and  unfiled ;  but  that  it  would  depend  on  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  as  barrels  were  always  ordered  to  a  parti- 
cular size  or  bore. 

On  the  whole  it  appeared  that  out  of  the  box  of  fifty 
barrels,  which  were  inspected  and  gauged  in  the  presence 
of  the  jury,  an  operation  which  took  up  a  great  deal  of 
time  (a),  hardly  any  would  take  the  *572  gauge  easily,  and 
many  would  not  take  it  at  all.  Not  altogether  satisfied 
with  the  result  of  one  box  of  fifty,  another  box  of  fifty, 
which  were  said  to  have  been  cleaned  out,  was  opened  and 
tested  in  the  same  way,  but  the  result  was  not  more  fevour- 
able  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  they  seemed  most  of  them  to  run 
below  '670,  and  many  of  them  not  to  go  above  '566.  At 
last  it  was  taken  that  the  majority  or  average  were  *566. 

On  that  footing,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  observed  that,  unless 


(a)  This  would  be  necessary,  to 
have  the  full  advantage  of  the  in- 
spection by  the  witnesses,  where 
the  result  of  these  examinations 
was  disputed,  and  although  there 


may  be  no  compulsory  proceH  to 
procure  the  production  of  articles  io 
Court,  the  party  in  whoie  puwrinn 
they  had  been  inspected  would  Mi 
be  likely  to  withhdd  them. 


and  Another. 
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Ihe  contract  could  be  satisfied  by  a  "666  bore,  there  ap-        1863. 
peared  to  be  an  end  of  the  case,  so  that  the  case  now       ^ 
turned  entirely  on  what  was  the  effect  of  the  contract.  and  Another 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  defence,  Barnett 

Lush,  in  summing  up  the  case  for  the  defence,  contended 
that  if  there  was  any  contract  at  all,  it  was  contained  in 
the  defendants'  letter  of  November  7,  1861,  and  that  it 
meant  that  the  .barrels  were  to  be  of  the  bore  of  the 
pattern. 

Bovill  proposed  to  call  witnesses  to  show  that  the  barrels 
which  the  plaintiffs  had  supplied  were  reasonably  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  contract  to  deliver  ''rough"  barrels;  but 

Lush  admitted  that  this  was  so,  and  in  summing  up  the 
case  for  the  defence,  said  that  the  question  now  came  to 
this, — What  was  the  contract  between  the  parties?-— 
whether  it  was  for  20,000  gun-barrels  of  the  particular 
pattern  of  the  barrel  produced  when  the  contract  was 
made,  or  was  it  for  20,000  barrels  in  the  rough — twelve  or 
fourteen  decimal  degrees  of  an  inch  too  small  for  the  re- 
quired bore,  so  as  to  throw  on  the  purchasers  all  the  labour 
and  expense  of  filing  them  down  to  that  bore? 

Bovillf  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  contract 
was  for  rough  barrels,  which  could  be  fine-bored  up  to  the 
required  bore. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — There  are  two  questions 
for  you.  First,  was  there  any  contract  at  all  ?  Secondly, 
what  was  it? 

As  to  the  first,  if  the  minds  of  the  parties  were  never 
ad  idem;  if  there  never  was  a  mutual  assent  to  the  same 
terms f  there  was  never  any  contract.  If,  for  instance, 
they  misunderstood  each  other,  there  was  no  contract. 

Supposing  they  ever  agreed  as  to  terms,  what  were  the 
terms  agreed  upon  ? 

The  evidence  is  contradictory  as  to  what  passed  at  the 
interview  prior  to  the  letter  of  7th  November,  1861.    That 


706 


CASES  ON  THE 


1863. 


letter^  however,  is  most  important,  as  indicating  what  bad 
been  agreed  upon,  and  it  points  certainly  to  a  speciBc  bore. 
What  is  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  ^^  according  to 
pattern?'*  It  is  for  you  to  consider  whether  they  do  not 
mean  that  the  bore  is  to  be  that  of  the  pattern.  If  so, 
then  it  is  admitted  that  the  barrels  deliyered  and  tendered 
were  not  so. 

The  first  question  then,  is,  whether  there  was  any 
contract  at  all  between  the  parties?  For  if  they  bad 
not  really  come  to  a  mutual  understanding  and  agree- 
ment there  was  no  contract.  The  plaintiffs  set  up  one 
view  of  the  supposed  contract;  the  defendants  set  up 
another.  The  one  side  said  it  was  a  contract  for  *'  rough 
barrels;*'  the  other  side  said  it  was  for  barrels  after  a 
particular  pattern.  The  card  delivered  by  the  plaintifls 
to  the  defendants  is  deserving  of  great  attention,  as  it 
expressed  that  the  barrels  were  to  be  of  any  pattern 
or  bore  asked  for.  This  looked  like  a  contract  for  a 
specific  pattern  and  bore.  Then  the  terms  of  the  letters 
were  to  the  same  effect,  as  they  spoke  of  a  pattern  to 
be  decided  upon.  That  looked  as  if  a  pattern  bad  been 
decided  upon,  and,  according  to  ordinary  mercantile  par- 
lance, what  was  meant  by  articles  being  made  ''  according 
to  a  pattern?"  The  jury  are  asked  to  judge  otherwise, 
that  it  had  another  meaning,  by  reason  of  the  oral  evidence; 
but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  parties  were  bound 
by  the  terms  of  the  letters.  I  will,  however,  leave  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  what,  in  their  opinion,  was  the  contract, 
and  whether  it  was  for  barrels  to  be  made  "according 
to  pattern."  There  was  evidence  on  both  sides  as  to 
what  might  be  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Which  do 
the  jury  think  the  more  natural  or  probable  view?  AH 
this,  however,  is  more  or  less  speculative,  and  it  is  im- 
portant to  adhere  to  the  written  evidence.  The  letter 
spoke  expressly  of  ^0,000  barrels  according  to  patterns  or 
samples  already  sent  as  to  bore.    No  barrel  had  been  sent 
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at  first  as  sample  or  pattern  bat  that  prored  by  the  de-        1863. 
fendants.    Are  the  jury  satisfied  that  the  defendants  had      ^^^^^^ 
agreed  to  accept  the  barrels  *'  rough-bored/'  as  alleged  by   rad  Another 
the  plaintiffs  ?    On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  con-      Barnbtt 
tended  that  the  barrels  were  rejected  as  too  small  in  the    "^  Another, 
bore;  and,  if  the  jury  believe  the  evidence  for  tlie  defence^ 
then  it  certainly  was  established.     It  is  for  the  jury  to 
say,  in  short,  what  was  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  whether  it  had  been  broken  or  performed  by  the  plain- 
tifis.    This,  of  course,  would  mainly  depend  upon  which 
version  of  the  contract  was  adopted  as  the  true  one.     It 
is  possible  that  the  parties  had  misunderstood  each  other 
throughout,  and  that  there  was  no  contract. 

You  are  asked,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to 
construe  the  words  of  the  letters  by  their  version  of  the 
previous  conversation.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  is  a 
question  of  law ;  and,  if  so,  I  am  against  the  plaintifis. 
But  I  will  ask  you  whether,  assuming  it  is  for  you,  the 
words  ''according  to  pattern"  mean  what  the  plaintiffs 
represent,  or  what  the  defendants  contend — i.  e,,  whether 
the  barrels  taere  or  were  not  to  be  of  the  size  and  bore  of 
the  pattern  ?  It  is  for  you  to  say  whether  the  barrels 
were  to  be  sent  of  that  size  and  bore — viz.,  '677,  or  whe- 
ther they  were  to  be  sent  in  the  rough,  and  filed  down  to 
the  proper  size  by  the  defendants,  they  doing  the  work  of 
rough-boring  ? 

The  jury  found  that  the  contract  was  for  barrels  of  a 
bore  according  to  the  pattern,  and,  therefore,  gave  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (a). 

(a)  It  is  only  when,  after  a  parol  contract  cannot    be    referred    to. 

agreement,  the  parties  have  a  note  Bromley  v.  Johnson,  5  L.  T.,  N.  S. 

or  memorandum  of  it,  which  pur-  715.     And  whether  this  is  so  or 

ports  to  contain  the  contract,  and  not,  must  necessarily  be  a  matter 

does  contain  all  the  essential  ele-  of  parol  evidence.     When  a  con- 

ments  of  it,  that  the  latter  must  be  tract  is  entirely  in   letters,  it  is 

taken  to  contain  the  terms  of  the  for  the  Judge  to  construe  it,  but 

contract,  and  the  previous  parol  otherwise,  where  there  have  been 
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and  Another 

«• 

Babxitt 

and  Anothtr. 


interviews  and  oral  communication, 
Fumeu  t.  Meek,  27  L,  J.,  Ex.  35. 
And  where  there  is  an  oral  assent 
to  written  terms,  even  supposing 
all  the  terms  to  be  in  writing,  there 
is  not  a  contract  in  writing,  though 
in  the  converse  case  there  is.  See 
Hegarty  v.  Milne,  14  C.  B.  627. 
So  as  to  the  construction  of  a 
written  contract,  primdjacie,  the 
construction  of  written  documents 
11  for  the  Judge;  but  where  it  is 
shown  by  intrinsic  evidence  that 
the  terms  are  ambiguous,  evidence 
is  admissible  to  explain  the  ambi- 
guity, and  then  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
say  in  which  sense  the  ambiguous 
expressions  were  used.  Smith  v. 
Thompson,  8  C.  B.  44;  18  L.  J. 
314.  Now,  here,  it  was  uncertain 
what  was  the  contract :  and  what  it 
depended  partly  on  was,  what  was 
said  at  the  interview,  especially  as 
to  the  pattern ;  partly  upon  the  card 
(which,  it  will  be  observed,  was  not 
referred  to  in  the  writing,  so  that 
it  formed  no  part  of  a  written  con- 
tract, and  yet  was  plainly  part  of 


the  contract^  or,  at  all  events,  might 
well  be  deemed  by  the  jury  to  hare 
been  so),  and  partly  upon  the  letters. 
There  was  the  further  element  of 
doubt,  which  is  clearly  for  tliejury, 
whether  there  was  to  be  a  contract 
to  take  effect,  until  a  pattern  or 
sample   barrel,  approved   of  and 
agreed  upon  by  both  parties,  was 
produced  by  the  plaintiffs.     Pym  v. 
Campbell,  6  E.  &  B.  370.    Taking 
the  case  in  the  view  most  favour- 
able to  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  barrel 
produced  by  the  defendants  was 
not  to  be  the  precise  pattern,  it 
would  appear  that  there  was  to  be 
some  pattern  agreed  upon,  and  if 
so,  there  was  a  condition  precedent, 
as  in  the  case  just  cited,  to  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract.     Vide  Sy- 
monds  v.  Lloyd,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  691 ; 
Wallis  V.  Littell,  11  C.  B.,N.S. 
369 ;  cases  in  which  parol  evidence 
Iras  admitted,  and  which,  like  the 
present,  illustrate  a  class  of  csm 
in  which  parol  evidence  alooe  csn 
solve  the  difficulty. 
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Croydon;  Civil  Court :  coram  Bramwell,  B. 

KAHNWEILER  v.  DOBSON.  sX^Zln,. 

A  Assizes, 

CTION  by  freighter  against  shipowner,  for  breach  of  The  plaintiff, 

contracts  as  to  shipments  of  goods,  in  two  vessels,  the  America^'hVd 
Latona  and  the  Peterhoff,  for  America.  entered  into 

•*"  ,  agreements 

There  was  a  special  count  on  the  contract,  which  stated  with  the  de- 
that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  ship  goods  shipowner,  to 
on  board  two  vessels  of  the  defendant,  for  certain  freight  jj^^^rd  JJJ^'ghrpa 
payable  in  that  behalf,  the  defendants  undertook  that  the  of  his,  for  cer- 

.       ,  .  .  .11  1  .  ^>»*  blockaded 

same  should  be  carried  and  conveyed  to  certain  ports.  ports,  if  it 
Breach,  that  the  defendant  caused  them  to  be  carried  to  toXe^^thc* 

certain  other  ports,  whereby  they  were  lost,  &c.  blockade,  and 

Second  count,  for  money  had  and  received.  (as  he  said)  for 

Pleas  :  1.  To  the  first  count,  denying  the  contract  poTts-  and°as 

2.  Never  indebted.  ^T^'^^^', 

3.  Setoff  for  the  hire  of  the  Peterhoff.  the  goods  were 

to  be  shipped 

Hawkins  and  Garth  for  the  plaintiff.  as  a  "joint  ad- 

^  venture;"  the 

Bovill  and  Sir  G.  Honyman  for  the  defendant.  entire  ma- 

nagement and 
control  of 
the  shipment  to  be  in  the  defendant,  who  appointed  the  supercargoes  for  both  vessels.  The 
plaintiff  shipped  on  board  the  first  vessel  certain  goods,  including  saltpetre,  which 
was  contraband  of  war ;  and  also  joined  in  shipping  gocNds  on  board  the  other.  After  ship- 
ment,  but  hefore  the  ships  sailed,  he  wrote  to  the  defendant  to  the  effect  that  he  found  no 
return  cargo  could  be  got  at  any  open  port ;  and  a  correspondence  took  place,  the  effect  of 
which  was  deemed  to  be  to  give  the  supercargoes  a  general  discretion.  The  saltpetre  was 
taken  out  and  sent  to  New  York,  and  sold  by  agenu  of  the  defendants,  on  whose  instruc- 
tions the  agents  invested  the  proceeds  in  goods,  some  of  which  were  sold  and  received  after 
action  ;  and  the  rest  warehoused,  (without  notice  to  the  plaintiff,)  and,  by  an  accidental  fire, 
were  lost  The  ship  was  afterwards  seized  in  trying  to  run  the  blockade.  The  other  ship 
was  taken  to  a  neutral  port,  and  the  goods  sold,  and  proceeds  received  by  the  defendant,  and 
invested,  by  his  instructions,  in  goods  consigned  to  the  defendant,  but  the  plaintiff  had 
received  neither  proceeds  nor  accounts.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  the  alleged  agreement, 
and  for  money  had  and  received,  held^  that  as  to  both  the  vessels  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  have  rendered  accounts,  and  semble,  would  have  been  liable  on  a  count  for  breach 
of  duty  in  that  respect  2.  That  as  to  the  joint  adventure,  the  matter  being  one  of  account, 
was  a  fit  subject  for  a  reference  to  arbitration  ;  and,  semblet  that  no  action  would  lie  for  the 
plaintiff  alone  for  proceeds.  3.  That  as  to  the  other  vessel,  the  one  captured,  if  there  was  a 
general  discretion,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  loss.  4.  That  as  to  the  saltpetre,  if 
the  sale  was  within  the  authority,  he  would  be  only  liable  for  proceeds  received :  if  not,  then 
for  the  value.  5.  That  if  the  proceeds  were  remitted  in  goods  by  his  instructions,  and  on 
his  account,  then  he  would  be  liable  for  the  proceeds  as  received  by  him  in  money. 

VOL.  III.  3  0  ^  p.p. 
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Kahnweiler 

9. 
DOBSON. 


1863.  The  plaintiff  was  a  merchaDt  of  Frankfort,  and  a  mem- 

ber of  the  firm  of  Parsley  and  Co.,  carrying  on  business 
at  Wilmington,  in  the  Confederate  States  of  America, 
and  the  defendant  was  a  general  merchant,  carrying 
on  business  at  Hull,  and  also  in  London.  After  the 
war  had  broken  out  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Southern  or  Confederate  States,  and  after  the  blockade  of 
the  Southern  ports  by  the  Federals,  the  parties  entered 
into  two  agreements,  as  to  the  freighting  of  the  two 
vessels,  the  Latona  and  the  Peterhoff. 

The  first  of  those  agreements,  dated  the  6th  of  May, 
1862,  related  to  the  Latona,  and  ran  as  follows : — 

*'  It  18  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  Mr.  DoWn,  of  Hull,  and 
Mr.  Kahnweiler,  of  London,  that  the  former  shall  resenre  room  to  the 
latter  to  ship  at  least  seventy-five  tons  of  goods,  having  the  option  of 
shipping  a  further  quantity  of  twenty-five  tons,  in  the  hatona  for  a  port 
in  the  Confederate  States  of  America,  at  a  freight  of  15/.  per  ton,  with 
five  per  cent  primage,  or  forty  feet,  to  be  payable  half  in  cash  and  the 
balance  on  reaching  a  port  in  the  Southern  States ;  Mr.  Dobson  alio 
reserving  room  to  Mr.  Kahnweiler  to  ship  an  equal  quantity  for  the 
homeward  voyage.'' 

Then  there  was  a  distinct,  but  somewhat  similar  agree- 
ment, which  was  dated  the  29th  of  May,  1862,  as  to  the 
Peterhoff^  which  the  defendant  had  chartered  ;  this  agree- 
ment, it  will  be  observed,  being  entered  into  with  the 
plaintiff  and  another  person  named  Pearson : — 

^  Memorandum  of  agreement  between  Mr.  Pearson  and  Mr.  Kahn- 
weiler and  Mr.  Dobson. — That  the  Peterhoff,  having  been  chartered  bjr 
Mr.  Dobson  on  (he  joint  account  of  the  above  parties,  is  to  be  *"  laid  on' 
for  and  despatched  to  Nassau,  or  Bermuda,  or  some  other  open  port  in 
the  Confederate  States  of  America,  and  to  be  loaded  to  the  Talneof 
9,000/.  on  the  joint  account,  each  of  the  parties  contracting  to  furnish 
goods  to  the  value  of  3,000/. ;  the  cargo,  of  turpentine,  resin,  cotton,  or 
such  other  goods  as  the  supercargo  or  charterer's  agent  may  think  de 
sirable ;  or,  in  the  event  of  such  not  being  obtainable,  then  to  such  other 
open  port  as  he  may  think  desirable.  The  entire  management  and  cmh 
trol  of  the  shipment  to  be  in  the  hands  of  Mr,  Dobson,  &c." 

It  was,  as  the  plaintiff  said,  agreed  verbally  between  him 
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and  the  defendant  that,  if  the  vessel  could  "  not  run  the        ^^63. 
blockade,"  the  saltpetre   should   be   taken  out  and   the  kahnweiler 
vessel  taken  to  one  of  several  open   ports  in  the  Con-      ^  •• 

*  "^  DOBSON. 

federate  States. 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1862,  the  plaintiff  shipped  seventy- 
five  tons  of  goods  on  board  the  Latona,  including  twenty- 
five  tons  of  saltpetre,  which  would  be  contraband  of  war, 
along  with  fiflty  tons  of  general  merchandize,  the  total 
value  being  about  7,630/.,  and  the  value  of  the  fifty  tons 
of  general  merchandize  being,  he  said,  above  5,000/.,  ex- 
cluding the  saltpetre.  The  bills  of  lading  of  that  date  ran 
thus:— "Bound  [for]  as  ordered,"  the  word  "for"  being 
struck  out.  In  addition  to  the  saltpetre,  there  were  one 
hundred  barrels  of  sulphur  on  board,  which  would  be 
equally  contraband  of  war,  and  would  expose  the  vessel  to 
capture  by  Federal  cruisers. 

In  July  the  ships  sailed,  one  Chambers  going  out  as 
supercargo  in  the  PeierAoff,  and  one  Purdue  as  supercargo 
of  the  Latona,  both  appointed  by  Dobson,  the  defendant. 
At  this  time  there  were  three  ports  in  the  Confederate 
States  declared  "  open  "  by  the  Federal  Government — New 
Orleans,  which  had  for  some  time  been  in  their  possession ; 
Beaufort,  in  North  Carolina;  and  Port  Royal,  in  South 
Carolina.  But  it  appeared  that  the  Federal  Government 
had  not  allowed  any  communication  between  those  ports 
and  the  interior  of  the  country,  so  that  no  cotton  could  be 
obtained  at  those  ports,  though  open.  On  the  14th  of 
June  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendant  from  Frankfort, 
and  said  that,  from  information  he  bad  acquired  from  Mr. 
Parsley,  his  partner  at  Wilmington,  in  the  Confederate 
States,  he  doubted  whether  a  cargo  could  be  obtained 
unless  saltpetre  was  taken  out,  and  that  it  was  very  doubt- 
ful whether  a  cargo  could  be  obtained  in  any  of  the  "  open 
ports/'  and  if  not,  then  it  would  be  useless  to  go  to  them ; 
and  as  no  cargo  could  be  obtained,  none  could  be  disposed 
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1863.        of.     The  letter  of  the  plaintiflf  of  the  14th  of  June  rao 

^  ^^^^"^^^      thus : — 

Kahnweiler 

«•  "  I  confess  that,  as  far  as  I  hear,  I  am  convinced  we  cannot  get  any 

cargo  at  any  of  the  ports  proclaimed  'open.'  How  can  it  be  possible 
when  they  don't  allow  goods  to  go  out  of  the  city  ?  We  are  thought  craiy 
to  tend  a  steamer  there,  and  if  a  cargo  cannot  be  obtained  there,  you 
had  better  send  her  to  Havannah  or  St.  Thomas." 

The  plaintiff  said  that  when  he  wrote  that  (a  fortnight 
after  the  agreement),  he  had  found  that  no  communication 
with  the  interior  was  allowed  at  the  ports  proclaimed  open, 
so  that  cargoes  probably  could  not  be  obtained. 

Then,  as  regarded  the  Peterhoff,  the  plaintiff  shipped  on 
the  19th  of  June  goods  to  the  value  of  2,000/.,  and  then 
received  from  the  defendant  a  letter  of  that  date,  which 
ran  thus: — 

"  The  American  Consul  has  decided  not  to  give  certificates  to  the 
PeUrhoff  unless  I  take  oath  that  the  Latana  was  not  intended  to  ran 
the  blockade.  This  has  decided  me  not  to  send  her  to  New  Orleans 
and,  as  high  prices  are  ruling  at  Nassau,  I  have  therefore  determined  to 
send  her  to  Nassau,  and  from  thence  to  Havannah.  Please  to  instruct 
me  to  sell  either  at  Nassau  or  Hayannah,  as  the  markets  suit,"  &c« 

On  the  20th  of  June  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendant, 

also  from  Frankfort : — 

"  I  must  confess  that  the  more  I  hear  the  more  I  am  convinced  that 
we  cannot  get  any  cargo  at  any  of  the  ports  proclaimed  open.  How  can 
it  be  possible,  when  they  don't  allow  goods  to  go  out  of  the  city?  How 
much  less  likely  to  allow  goods  to  come  into  the  city  ?  [That  is,  it  is 
presumed,  from  the  interior.]  Mr.  Parsley  will  think  us  craxy  to  send  a 
steamer  to  '  an  open  port.*  If  no  cargo  can  be  obtained,  send  the  vessel 
to  Havannah  or  St.  Thomas." 

The  plaintiff,  in  answer  to  the  defendant's  letter  of  the 
19th,  wrote,  on  the  21st  of  June,  to  the  effect  that,  as  the 
destination  of  the  Peterhoff  had  been  altered,  he  wished 
his  goods  not  to  go  out  in  her.     It  ran  thus: — 

"  I  see  you  have  given  up  altogether  our  original  plan.  I  have  no 
doubt  the  plan  you  propose  is  profitable,  but  it  is  not  one  I  can  take  a 
part  in.  If,  therefore,  the  PeUrhoff  cannot  get  a  clearance  for  Southern 
ports,  you  had  better  leave  the  cargo  stored  at  Hull,"  &c 
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The  defendant,  on  the  8th  of  July,  wrote  thus  in  reply        1863. 
to  the  plaintiff:-  KA^IIl^Ea 

"  The  cargo  (of  the  Peterhoff)  consists  of  your  goods  and  Pearson's — 
4,000/.,  and  mine,  10,000/.  I  noted  your  expressions  as  to  taking  out 
the  goods,  but  it  was  impqpsible  to  attend  to  them,  as  they  were  all  on 
board ;  besides  which  I  was  paying  6,000/.  for  the  hire  of  the  vessel. 
However,  I  determined  to  keep  as  nearly  as  I  could  to  the  original  design, 
and  when  the  certificate  was  refused  I  laid  her  on  to  Nassau  and  Havan- 
nah,  if  impossible  to  get  to  Matamoras,"  &c* 

On  the  29th  of  July  the  plaintiff  wrote  again  to  the  de- 
fendant thus : — 

«  The  war  will  last  till  both  parties  are  broken  down.  The  South  will 
not  give  up  until  they  have  established  their  independence,  and  the  North 
must  break  down  before  they  make  peace,  which  I  hope  will  be  before 
long.     My  advice  is  to  sell  the  Peterhoff  cargo  at  Nassau  or  Havannah." 

Then,  on  the  6th  of  August,  there  was  another  letter 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  which  ran  thus : — 

**  I  wish  to  give  my  orders  what  to  do  with  my  goods,  as  I  do  not 
think  she  will  be  likely  to  get  into  port  unless  she  runs  the  blockade,  and 
as  the  war  will  last  some  time  longer  unless  something  turns  up." 

Then,  on  the  6th  of  September,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to 
the  defendant: — 

"  I  wish  you  would  advise  Chambers  not  to  go  to  Nassau,  but  to  go 
direct  to  the  Southern  States  or  Bermuda,  but  if  he  goes,  to  see  Mr. 
Parsley  at  Wilmington,  who  will  direct  him  what  to  do  better  than  I  can, 
and  tell  him  the  Peterhoff  is  sent  there  by  us  ;  and  if  she  cannot  run 
into  any  particular  port,  then  he  may,  perhaps,  manage  to  get  somewhere 
in  along  the  coast,  where  the  cargo  can  be  landed." 

Wilmington,  it  will  be  observed,  was  a  Confederate  port 
blockaded.  The  Peterhoff  went  to  Nassau,  and,  as  it  has  al- 
ready been  mentioned,  a  Mr.  Chambers  went  out  as  super- 
cargo in  charge  of  the  whole  adventure;  and  when  be  got 
there,  he  found  that  it  would  be  useless  to  go  to  one  of  the 
open  ports  of  the  Confederates,  as  no  cargo  could  either 
be  got  or  disposed  of  there,  and  so  he  landed  the  cargo  at 
Nassau,  and  sold  it  there  in  portions,  the  sale  not  being 
completed  until  September.  The  Latona,  having  sulphur  on 
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186.3.        board,  was  seized,  and  on  the  1st  of  September,  1862,  the 

^       ""  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff: — 

Kahnweiler  '^ 

"^^  "I  have  received  a  letter  to-day  from  the  Lntona.     Of ooorM  you  will 

have  heard  that  the  Latona  ii  captured.    She  tried  to  run  into  Savannah, 

but  was  fired  at  and  hit  several  times,  and  then  tried  other  placet,  hot, 

unfortunately,  was  captured." 

To  this  the  plaintiff  replied  that  it  came  upon  him  like 
a  thunderbolt,  but  it  was  of  no  use  crying  after  spilt  milk; 
and  added,  '^You  don't  say  whether  the  saltpetre  was 
captured  or  taken  out." 

In  October  the  Pe^^rAo^  returned,  and  the  plaintiff  saw 
the  defendant  and  Chambers,  and  was  told  that  the  salt- 
petre had  been  sent  to  New  York  for  sale,  and  that  the 
cargo  of  the  Peterhoff  had  been  sold  at  Nassau.  And  he 
then  demanded  accounts,  but  had  received  none  (a). 

In  November,  1862,  this  action  was  brought. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  his  directions  had 
been  disregarded,  and  that  his  great  object  had  been  to 
get  cotton  of  his  which  he  had  in  the  Confederate  States, 
and  which  he  meant  to  have  shipped  home  by  the  home- 
ward voyages  of  both  vessels.  The  plaintiff,  in  effect, 
claimed  the  value  of  the  saltpetre,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  no  right  to  take  it  to  New  York,  or  that,  whether 
or  not  they  had,  they  were  bound  to  account  for  it  to  him ; 
and  he  claimed  the  rest  of  the  cargo  in  the  Latona  because 
they  had  no  business  to  try  to  run  the  blockade,  instead  of 
going  to  the  open  ports ;  and  his  goods  in  the  Peterhoff, 
because  they  were  taken  against  his  directions. 

Hawkins,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  opening  his  case,  avowed 
that  the  object  was  to  run  the  blockade  if  possible  with 
the  Latona,  and,  in  the  first  instance,  to  see  the  chance 
there  was  of  doing  so,  and,  if  it  could  not  be  done,  then, 
as  to  the  Latona,  the  contraband  was  to  be  taken  out,  and 
the  rest  of  the  cargo  run  to  one  of  the  "  open"  ports  in 

(a)  There  was  no  count  for  not  accounting. 
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the  Southern  States,  which  could  easily  have  been  done.        1863. 

And  as  to  the  Peterhojf.  he  said  he  had  distinctly  forbidden   __  ^"^^^^^^ 
**''  •'         ^  ^        Kahnwexlee 

his  goods  being  taken  out  in  that  vessel  when  the  original  v. 

object  was  given  up.  There  could  have  been,  as  to  the 
Latona,  no  difficulty  in  taking  out  the  saltpetre  at  Ber- 
muda, and  getting  a  clearance  from  the  United  States* 
Consul  for  one  of  the  open  ports.  The  rest  of  the  plain* 
tiff*s  portion  of  the  cargo  of  the  Latona  was  lawful  and 
not  contraband,  and  it  was  not  necessary,  therefore,  so  far 
as  he  was  concerned,  to  run  the  risk  of  capture  by  trying 
to  run  the  blockade  after  the  saltpetre  was  taken  out. 
That  risk  roust  have  been  run  by  the  defendant  on  his  own 
account,  and  for  the  sake  of  some  other  contraband  goods 
on  board,  and  therefore  the  defendant  was  responsible  for 
the  loss,  as  he  had  wrongfully  caused  it. 

The  plaintiiF,  being  called  and  examined  as  a  witness^ 
stated  that  the  goods  he  shipped  on  board  the  Latona  con- 
sisted, besides  the  saltpetre,  of  tea,  blankets,  pepper,  &c., 
and  the  value  of  that  portion  of  the  goods  was  above  6,000/. 
There  were  three  of  the  Confederate  ports  declared  to 
be  *'open,"  New  Orleans,  Beaufort,  and  Port  Royal; 
and  the  arrangement  verbally  entered  into  was,  that  if  the 
ship  could  not  run  the  blockade,  then  it  should  be  taken 
into  one  of  those  open  ports,  and  that  then  the  saltpetre 
should  be  taken  out.  That,  he  said,  was  the  only  portion 
of  his  goods  which  was  contraband.  He  had  never  in^ 
tended  the  ship  to  run  the  blockade,  or  risk  capture  if  the 
saltpetre  were  taken  out.  He  had  never  heard  from  the 
defendant  that  the  saltpetre  had  been  sent  to  New  York 
and  sold.  As  regarded  the  Peterhoff(a)f  he  stated  that  he 
had  a  quantity  of  cotton  in  the  Confederate  States  which 

(o)  It  may  be  observed  tbat,  al-  took    place    in    parliament    The 

though  one  of  the  vessels  was  the  Feterhoff^  on  the  voyage  now  in 

celebrated   Feterhoff,  the    voyage  question,  had  arrived  back  in  Liver* 

now  in  question  was  before  that  pool  about  the  18th  of   October 

which  led  to  her  capture,  and  caused  last,  and  then  ensued  the  other  voy« 

the    memorable  discussion   which  age  which  resulted  in  her  capture. 
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1863.  he  desired  to  bring  to  England,  and  that  was  the  great 
object  of  bis  agreement  as  to  that  vessel,  and  he  had  no 
desire  to  have  his  goods  taken  to  New  York  or  any 
Northern  port,  where  he  had  no  return  cargo  he  cared  for. 
In  October  last  the  Peterhoff  had  arrived  at  Liverpool  on 
her  return.  The  defendant  had  said  that  part  of  the  cargo 
had  been  sold  and  the  rest  left  unsold  at  Nassau,  and  he 
could  not  give  detailed  accounts  until  he  saw  Mr.  Cham- 
bers, the  supercargo  of  the  Peterhoff.  The  plaintiflf  said 
he  had  pressed  for  accounts,  but  had  received  none,  and 
had  never  received  accounts  either  of  the  goods  in  the 
Latona  or  the  Peterhoff. 

The  plaintiff  being  cross-examined,  admitted  that  it  was 
known  that  saltpetre  was  contraband  of  war,  and  the  ob- 
ject was,  if  possible,  to  run  the  blockade.  There  was,  he 
said,  a  much  better  chance  of  getting  cotton  for  the  return 
voyage  if  he  carried  the  saltpetre,  and  there  would  be  laige 
profits  if  the  ship  '^  got  in,"  but  of  course  the  saltpetre 
made  it  more  difficult  to  get  in,  and  more  perilous  to  try  to 
run  the  blockade.  The  supercargo,  he  admitted,  was  to 
have  a  certain  discretion  as  to  running  the  blockade  with  the 
saltpetre,  but  he  denied  that  the  risk  was  to  be  run  without 
the  saltpetre.  As  to  the  Peterhoff ^  it  was  to  have  been  a 
joint  adventure,  and  on  a  joint  account,  and  Dobson,  the 
defendant,  was  to  have  the  entire  control  of  the  shipment 
The  Peterhoff^  he  said,  was  not  to  run  the  blockade,  and 
was  to  go  to  one  of  the  three  ports  declared  open— viz., 
New  Orleans,  Beaufort,  North  Carolina,  or  Port  Royal, 
South  Carolina.  He  swore  advisedly  that  the  vessel  was 
not  to  run  the  blockade;  she  was,  on  the  contrary,  the 
first  vessel  announced  for  the  open  ports. 

Bovillf  for  the  defendant,  in  addressing  the  jury  for  the 
defence,  observed  that  no  doubt  there  was  a  strong  feeling 
in  this  country  in  favour  of  the  Confederate  States,  and 
also  in  favour  of  the  merchants  of  this  country  in  their 
endeavours  to  obtain  profit  out  of  commercial  adventures 
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under  existing  circumstances.    There  could  be  no  doubt        1863. 
that  in  these  adventures,  if  successful,  great  profits  were 
made.     In  order  to  avoid  seizure,  of  course  everything  was  ». 

regular  on  the  face  of  it ;  but  papers  were  simulated,  and 
"clearances"  obtained  for  open  or  lawful  ports.     Now, the 
object  of  the  plaintiff  being  to  get  cotton  from  the  Con- 
federate States,  and  as  it  was  difficult  to  get  cotton  unless 
saltpetre  or  sulphur  was  carried  out,  the  saltpetre  was  taken 
in  the  Latona.     In  taking  saltpetre,  there  was,  of  course, 
a  danger  of  being  overhauled   by  Federal  cruisers,  as  it 
was  contraband  of  war,  and  when  the  Latona  got  to  Ber- 
muda it  was  heard  that  Federal  cruisers  were  between  that 
place  and  Nassau ;  and  as  the  saltpetre  could  not  be  sold, 
nor  even  landed,  at  Bermuda,  the  supercargo— who  was 
to  do  the  best  he  could — had  no  alternative  but  to  tranship 
it  to  some  Federal  port.    That  was  the  only  means  to 
avoid  the  risk  of  overhauling  and  capture  of  the  whole 
cargo  by  the  Federal  cruisers  before  the  vessel  reached 
Nassau.     It  was  all  very  well  for  the  plaintiff  to  pretend 
now  that  he  had  rather  have  had   the  saltpetre '  thrown 
overboard,  but  he  had  given  no  such  orders,  and  had  it 
been  done  might  legally  have  complained.    The  supercargo 
had  done,  however,  the  best  he  could  under  the  circum- 
stances.   The  saltpetre  had   been  sent  to  a  respectable 
house  at  New  York  and  sold  at  a  good  price.     It  was 
useless  to  remit  the  money  at  the  time,  either  in  gold  or  in 
bills.     Sending  bills,  the  exchange  was  too  high ;  sending 
gold,  the  premium  would  have  been  too  high.     The  ex- 
change on  bills  varied  from  20  to  30  per  cent. ;  the  pre- 
mium on  gold  was  116   per  cent.     It  would  have  been 
absurd  to  remit,  either  in  gold  or  bills,  under  those  circum- 
stances.    No  doubt  the  agent  must  remit  if  he  is  required 
to  do  so,  but  he  had  not  been  required  to  do  so;  and,  in 
point  of  fact,  the  proceeds  were  not  received  until  after 
action ;  for  the  amount,  in  order  to  avoid  the  ruinous  ex- 
change or  premium  upon  gold,  was  sent  home  in  clover 
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1863.  seed  and  bacon,  which  were  not  realized  until  after  action. 
The  plaintiff's  complaint,  however,  was  not  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  saltpetre  were  not  remitted  rightly,  but  that 
it  was  wrongfully  sold,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  sold  at 
all  as  it  had  been  at  New  York.  But  that  complaint  vras 
groundless.  Then  as  to  the  cargo  of  the  PeterJioff  (which, 
it  appeared,  had  now  been  captured  and  condemned),  the 
vessel  was  chartered  at  1,100/.  a  month,  and  to  be  loaded 
on  a  joint  account  and  a  joint  adventure,  the  goods  being 
turpentine,  resin,  &c.,  and  a  return  cargo  to  be  obtained; 
and  Dobson,  the  defendant,  was  to  send  out  a  supercargo 
in  charge  of  the  adventure,  and  accordingly  did  so.  There 
was  some  sulphur  on  board  the  vessel,  and  when  she 
arrived  at  Bermuda,  it  was  discharged.  Then  the  ship 
went  to  Nassau,  and  the  supercargo,  Mr.  Chambers,  con- 
sidered what  was  best  to  be  done.  If  the  vessel  went  to 
any  of  the  closed  or  blockaded  ports  it  would  be  certain 
to  be  captured.  Then,  as  to  the  open  ports — that  is.  Con- 
federate ports  in  the  possession  of  the  Federals, — though 
the  ports  were  open  the  country  was  closed,  and  no  cargoes 
could  be  obtained.  It  was  the  plaintiff's  own  opinion,  on 
information  derived  from  his  partner  Parsley  in  the  Con- 
federate ports,  that  this  was  so.  On  the  whole,  the  learned 
counsel  contended  that  upon  the  correspondence  there  was 
a  discretion  given  to  Chambers,  the  supercargo. 

Bramwell,  B.,  expressed  an  opinion  that  there  was 
strong  evidence  in  the  correspondence  of  a  new  arrange- 
ment ;  or,  at  all  events,  of  a  discretionary  power  to  the 
supercargo. 

Hawkins,  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted  that  it  was  so,  but 
pressed  for  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  received  no  accounts. 

Bramwell,  B.,  said  that,  as  to  the  Peterhoff,  it  was  im- 
possible to  determine  the  case  in  this  action,  as  a  third 
person,  Pearson,  was  interested. 

At  this  stage  of  the  case  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the  claim 
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as  to  the  Peterhoff  to  arbitration,  and  the  case  then  went        1863. 
on  as  to  the  Latona, — as  to  which. 


Kahnweiler 
Hawkins,  in  answer  to  the  learned  Judge,  stated  that  he  •'• 

claimed  not  only  the  value  of  the  saltpetre,  but  of  the  en- 
tire of  his  goods  by  that  vessel,  because  the  capture  was 
caused  by  the  wrongful  attempt  to  run  the  blockade  with- 
out the  saltpetre. 

Bovill,  in  addressing  the  jury  on  the  case  as  it  now 
stood,  ridiculed  this  claim  as  a  mere  afterthought,  and  as, 
moreover,  entirely  absurd.  The  whole  object  of  the  ad- 
venture was  to  run  the  blockade,  and  the  saltpetre  was  to 
be  sacrificed  not  to  jeopardize  the  rest  of  the  cargo  by  ex- 
posing it  to  capture  by  the  Fedeml  cruisers.  There  was 
no  trace  in  the  correspondence  of  such  a  complaint  as  was 
now  made,  that  there  ought  to  have  been  no  attempt  to 
run  the  blockade ;  and,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the 
supercargo,  it  was  the  very  thing  which  was  to  be  done. 
The  real  question  was  as  to  the  saltpetre,  and  as  to  that 
it  was  clear  that  the  supercargo  had  a  discretion  to  do  the 
best  he  could  under  the  circumstances,  and  that  was  the 
only  point  now  in  the  case. 

For  the  defence,  Chambers,  who  had  acted  as  super- 
cargo of  the  Peterhoff,  w^s  called  and  stated  that  the  ship 
sailed  in  July,  1862,  for  Bermuda,  Nassau,  Havannali, 
Matamoras  or  any  other  port  he  might  think  desirable. 
There  was  sulphur  on  board,  and  he  discharged  it  at  Ber- 
muda, where  it  still  lay,  unsaleable.  He  did  not  know 
anything  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  matter,  and  believed  the 
sulphur  did  not  belong  to  him.  He  went  on  to  Nassau 
and  the  ship  followed  him  there.  He  there  found  it  would 
be  utterly  inexpedient  to  attempt  to  get  into  a  Southern 
port — that  is,  Beaufort,  the  one  of  the  three  open  ports 
specially  mentioned  in  his  letter  of  instructions.  He  might 
have  got  there  in  ballast,  but  could  have  neither  discharged 
nor  obtained  a  cargo,  and  therefore  it  would  have  been 
useless  to  attempt  to  get  there.     He  was  prohibited  from 
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1863.        trying  to  run  the  blockade  with  the  ship,  and  so  here*' 
"^"^^^^^^      solved  to  land  the  cargo  at  Nassau,  and  did  so.  as  he  had 

KaHN  WEILEE  ,       r      1  1  VT  1  « 

0.  the  general  control  of  the  adventure.     He  sold  a  portion 

of  the  cargo,  and  reserved  the  rest,  as  it  would  have  been 
highly  imprudent  to  force  the  market.  The  total  proceeds 
realized  would  be  from  16,000Z.  to  18,000Z.  A  portion  of 
the  goods  was  **  run  "  and  lost-  He  saw  Mr.  Parsley  at 
Nassau  and  consulted  him,  and  he  seemed  to  approve  what 
was  done.  He  received  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  in  bills 
on  England  soon  after  the  sale,  but  they  woald  not  be  due 
until  last  January— that  is,  the  bills  as  to  the  plaintiflTs 
goods.  He  did  not  finish  the  sale  until  May,  and  his 
accounts  were  not  finally  closed  even  yet.  He  lefl  Nassau 
in  September,  and  saw  the  plaintifi*  and  defendant  in 
October.  He  told  the  plaintiff  what  he  had  done  with  his 
goods,  and  he  made  no  objection.  He  asked  for  accounts, 
and  the  witness  said  he  would  render  them  to  the  defend- 
ant as  soon  as  he  could,  and  he  did  not  consider  himself 
called  upon  to  render  them  to  the  plaintiff.  Being  cross- 
examined,  the  witness  said  he  should  consider  the  result 
of  the  adventure  was  a  profit,  although  some  of  the  goods 
were  lost.  This  did  not  take  into  account  the  freight 
He  believed  he  had  received  the  proceeds  of  all  the  plain- 
tiff's goods— a  little  over  2,000t 

Purdue,  viho  had  been  supercargo  of  the  Laiama,  wu 
also  called  and  stated  that  it  was  meant  to  run  the  block- 
ade, and  the  saltpetre  was  put  in  last  He  further  said 
that  it  was  left  wholly  in  his  discretion  what  he  shonld  do 
with  it  The  certificate  of  the  American  Minister  would 
be  vitiated,  of  course,  by  the  saltpetre  being  on  board. 
When  the  vessel  was  at  Bermuda  he  heard  she  would  be 
in  danger  of  capture  by  the  cruisers  "  of  the  United  States 
of  America/*  He  had  the  control  of  the  adventure,  and 
had,  he  declared,  an  absolute  discretion.  He  made  every 
inquir}'  as  to  the  prudent  course  to  adopt  at  Bermuda,  and 
he  considered  it  not  only  most  prudent  to  dispose  of  tbe 
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cargo  in  some  way,  but  it  would  have  been  madness  to  do        1863. 

otherwise,  for  there  were  three  or  four  cruisers  at  Nassau, 

and  the  vessel  would  have  been  certain  of  capture.     He  v. 

tried  to  land  it  at  Bermuda,  but  was  not  allowed  to  do  so, 

nor  could  be  dispose  of  it  there,  and  found  that  the  only 

safe  thing  he  could  do  was  to  tranship  it  to  New  York. 

In  his  judgment  it  was  not  only  the  most  advisable  but  the 

only  course  to  pursue  at  Bermuda.     He  tried  to  get  on  to 

Savannah,  but  could  not,  and  in  the  result  the  ship  was 

captured  and  condemned*     It  was  true  that  the  plaintiff 

said  to  him,  or  in  his  presence,  that  he  would  rather  have 

had  the  saltpetre  thrown  overboard,  and  he  had  said  to  him 

that  he  had  a  full  power  and  discretion  to  do  what  he 

deemed  to  be  for  the  best.     Cross-examined,  the  witness 

said  there  was  other  contraband  on  board — 100  barrels  of 

sulphur,  he  believed,  belonging  to  Dobson.     That  was  not 

taken  out,  and  went  on. 

Bramwell,  B.,  asked, ''  How  did  it  appear  on  the  ship's 
manifest?" 

The  witness  answered,  "  I  believe  as  '  medical  stores.'  ^ 
Being  asked  why  the  saltpetre  was  taken  out  and  not  the 
sulphur,  he  said  the  saltpetre  was  at  the  top  of  the  cargo, 
and  could  be  seen  at  once  if  the  vessel  was  overhauled, 
and  he  tried  to  get  out  the  sulphur,  and  could  not.  He 
stated  positively  that  the  plaintiff  told  him  he  might  land 
the  saltpetre  at  Nassau  or  Bermuda,  and  might  do  with  it  as 
he  thought  best  when  landed,  and  Dobson,  the  defendant, 
said  to  him,  ''  Whatever  you  do  we  shall  be  satisfied  with." 

With  regard  to  the  Petei^hoff  the  defendant,  it  appeared, 
had  paid  6,000/.  for  the  hire  of  the  vessel,  and,  before  this 
action,  no  accounts  had  been  rendered. 

The  defendant  was  not  called. 

The  defendant's  brother  was  called  and  stated  that  the 
defendant  was  abroad,  and  that  the  twenty-five  tons  of 
saltpetre  were  taken  out  of  the  Latona  and  transhipped  to 
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1863.  a  firm  of  "  Smith  and  Jones,**  at  New  York,  by  whom  it 
was  sold  on  account  of  the  defendant,  to  whom,  on  the 
29th  of  July,  they  sent  account  of  sales,  net  6,655  dollars, 
but  which  had  not  been  sent  to  the  plaintiff.  No  part  of 
the  proceeds  had  been  received  before  this  action  in  No- 
vember, except  164Z.  in  clover  seed.  Since  the  action  was 
begun,  two  other  remittances  had  been  received  on  bacon, 
which  had  been  sold  and  realized  aboat  370/.,  which  had 
been  received,  and  which  the  defendant  was  ready  to  ac- 
count for.  It  was,  however,  admitted  that  no  accounts 
had  been  rendered  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sales  of  the  bacoo, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  the  money,  and  was  in  the 
Confederate  States.  The  clover  seed  could  not  be  sold,  as 
there  was  no  market  for  it,  and  it  was  burnt.  Some  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo  of  the  Peterhoff  bad 
been  likewise  remitted  to  the  amount  of  about  12,000L 
It  did  not  appear  how  much  of  this  was  the  proceeds  of 
the  plaintiff's  goods.  In  October  about  4,000/.  bad  been 
received,  and  about  2,000/.  had  been  received  for  the  earn- 
ings of  the  Peterhoff. 

It  appeared  that  when  Smith  and  Jones,  the  agents  at 
New  York,  had  sold  the  saltpetre,  they  wrote  to  the  de- 
fendant for  instructions.  There  was  no  positive  evidence 
what  instructions  they  had  received,  but  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  had  been  remitted 
in  bacon  and  clover  seed  as  above  stated.  The  bacon  bad 
been  received  and  sold  as  above  stated,  but  no  part  of  tbe 
proceeds  nor  accounts  had  been  rendered  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  clover  seed  had  been  warehoused  without  notice  to 
the  plaintiff  and  had  been  lost  by  an  accidental  fire  m  tbe 
warehouse. 

At  tbe  close  of  the  case, 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  said  that  the 
whole  difficulty  in  the  case  had  arisen  from  the  neglect 
of  the  defendant  to  inform  the  plaintiff  of  what  had  been 
done ;  and  to  render  him  accounts,  as  he  vras  bound  to  do. 
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That,  however,  was  not  the  cause  of  action  now  presented.        1863. 
The  case  now  rested  entirely  on  the  facts  as  to  the  Laiona.  YikUfiYrfLihzu, 
The  claim  as  to  the  Latona,  however,  divided  itself  into  »• 

two  parts — the  one  as  to  the  saltpetre  ;  the  other  as  to  the 
rest  of  the  goods  shipped  by  the  plaintiff.  As  to  the  last, 
the  case  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  if  the  blockade  could  not 
be  run  with  the  saltpetre,  it  was  to  be  carried  into  an 
open  port ;  the  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  he  was  to 
be  at  liberty  to  sell  it,  or  do  the  best  he  could  with  it. 
Now,  as  to  that,  the  question  would  be  whether  the  defend- 
ant's supercargo  was  authorized  to  take  the  ship  to  an 
open  port.  It  was  pretty  obvious  that  he  could  not,  for 
it  would  have  involved  a  total  change  of  voyage  and  ad- 
venture; for,  beyond  all  doubt,  the  whole  object  of  the 
adventure  was  to  run  the  blockade.  It  was  not  likely  that 
the  defendant  would  have  agreed  to  abandon  it  merely  on 
account  of  this  saltpetre  and  sail  to  an  open  port.  There 
was  no  reason  on  earth  why  the  plaintiff,  so  ready  to  run 
the  blockade  with  the  saltpetre,  should  have  so  objected 
to  run  it  without  the  saltpetre.  Nor  was  there  any  objec- 
tion about  it  in  the  correspondence.  It  would  have  been 
better  for  his  object,  if  possible,  to  run  the  blockade  with 
the  saltpetre ;  but  it  was  not  more  difficult,  nor,  as  re- 
garded the  rest  of  the  goods,  less  desperate,  to  run  the 
blockade  without  the  saltpetre.  Then  there  was  the  posi- 
tive evidence  of  the  two  witnesses  for  the  defendant. 
Then,  as  to  the  other  part  of  the  claim,  as  to  the  sale  of 
the  saltpetre,  there  was  a  conflict  of  testimony,  and  the 
jury  must  determine  whether  or  not  there  was  an  authority 
only  to  land  it,  or  to  do  the  best  that  could  be  done  with 
it.  If  there  was  only  an  authority  to  land  the  saltpetre, 
and  not  to  sell  it,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
the  value  at  Bermuda.  It  was  proved  that  the  saltpetre 
could  not  have  been  landed  at  Bermuda.  There  was  evi- 
dence that  it  would  not  be  allowed  to  be  landed  there.  If 
the  supercargo  had,  under  those  circumstances,  authority 


DOBSON. 


724  CASES  ON  THE 

1863.        to  sell  the  saltpetre,  or  if  the  plaintiff  had  ratified  the  act, 

'''^''  then  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  verdict  for  the 

Kahnweiler  \ 

V.  value  on  the  ground  of  a  wrongful  sale.     Assuming,  how- 

ever,  that  the  sale  was  rightful,  then  the  question  arose 

how   far   the   defeiviant  was  liable;   for  in  that  case  he 

would  only  be  liable  for  so  much  tis  he  had  received.    The 

question  would  then  be  whether  the  bacon  and  seed  had 

been  received  by  nim  as  money,  or  had  been  sent  over 

specifically  against  the  saltpetre,  so  as  to  have  been  the 

plaintiff's  for  better  or  for  worse.     In  the  latter  view,  how 

was  it  that  the  defendant  had  not  given  notice  of  it  to  the 

plaintiff  and  insured  the  goods?    Another  theory  was  that 

it  was  to  be  inferred  that  the  defendant  had  desired  the 

New  York  firm  to  remit  the  proceeds  of  the  saltpetre  in 

goods.     If  so,  the  goods  would  be  his,  and  he  would  be 

liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  money;  and  it  was  obvious,  as  he 

had  already  observed,  that  all  the  difficulty  had  arisen 

from  the  defendant  not  keeping  the  plaintiff  informed  of 

the  remittance  of  proceeds.     On  the  whole,  did  the  jury 

think  that  the  sending  the  saltpetre  to  New  York  was  not 

within  the  authority,  and  was  not  adopted  by  the  plaintiff? 

If  so,  then  he  was  entitled  to  the  verdict  for  the  value.    If 

it  was  within  the  authority,  then  the  defendant  was  only 

liable  for  the  proceeds,  so  far  as  the  proceeds  had  come  to 

his  hands. 

The  jury,  in  answer  to  the  learned  Judge,  said  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  salq^  at  New  York  was  within  the 
authority. 

The  learned  Judge  said  that  if  they  thought  the  entire 
transaction  showed  that  the  proceeds  were  held  in  effect 
for  the  defendant  by  the  New  York  firm,  then  he  would 
be  in  law  the  receiver  of  the  whole. 

The  jury  said  they  wefe  of  that  opinion. 

Tlie  learned  Judge  said,  in  that  view,  the  goods  sent 
home  would  be  the  defendant's,  and  at  his  risk,  and  it 
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would  be  as  though  he  had  received  actually  so  much        18G3. 

money  for  the  plaintiff.  ,,  ^-^v^^ 

•^  *^  Kahnweiler 

The  jury,  upon  that,  at  once  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  *• 

the  value  of  the  saltpetre  at  New  York,  that  is,  5,600 
dollars  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  940/. 


(a)  The  question  then  arose  as 
to  what  was  the  equivalent  in  ster- 
ling money  of  these  5,600  dollars. 
In  the  result  the  learned  Judge 
suggested  a  process,  multiplying  the 
number  of  dollars  by  4^  (the  dollar 
being  4s.  6d.),  which  would  give 
the  product  in  shillings  of  them — 
as  130  are  to  100,  so  would  the 
number  of  shillings  be  to  the  ster- 
ling amount ;  and  according  to  this 
it  would  come  to  970/.  The  jury, 
so  far  as  they  could  judge,  assented 
to  this,  as  did  the  counsel  on  each 
side,  and  so  the  verdict  was  entered, 
provisionally  subject  to  a  reference 
to  his  Lordship  in  case  there  should 
turn  out  to  be  any  error  in  amount, 
and  subject  also  to  leave  to  move 
for  the  defendant  on  a  point  of  law 
as  to  his  liability  for  the  nroceeds 
as  received. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1863, 
BotUI  moved  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, on  the  point  reserved,  that 
the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the 


proceeds  of  the  saltpetre.  The  Court 
granted  a  rule  nui^  but 

Coci^uRN,  C.  J.,  observed  that 
it  would  rather  appear  as  if  Purdue 
was  the  agent  of  Dobson,  the  de- 
fendant, and,  as  he  understood,  the 
saltpetre  was  sold  and  the  cash  re- 
ceived at  New  York  :  and 

WioHTMAN,  J.,  observed  that  the 
cash  had  been  received  at  New 
York. 

Not  by  the  defendant. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — But  he  got 
it  invested  in  bacon  and  clover 
seed  to  be  sent  home.  Moreover, 
the  agents  wrote  that  they  would 
keep  the  goods  until  they  had  his 
instructions,  and  it  was  to  be  in- 
ferred that  he  had  sent  out  such 
instructions,  and  that  the  bacon  and 
clover  seed  were  sent  in  accordance 
therejpilh. 

No  doubt  the  jury  had  so  inferred, 
and  that  was  the  ground  on  which 
the  verdict  went 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  niti. 


VOL.  III. 


3d 
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y^^^^  Kingston :  Civil  Courts  coram  Cockbum,  C  •/". 

^"juiz^'  BOUILLON  ET  COMPAGNIE  v.  LUPTON. 

On  a  policy  on    xHIS  was  an  action  by  a  French  joint  stock  company 

a  nvcr  steamer,  •'^  •*  r     J 

for  a  voyage      **en  commandite/'  for  trading  in  Servia,  upon  three  policies 

Galatz,  with  a  ^f  insurance,  each  underwritten  by  the  defendant,  upon  a 
Tn  "Il^blfore"^*^  '  ^^^^  Steamer  belonging  to  the  company,  for  a  voyage  from 
certain  date,      Lyons  to  Galatz,  the  vessels  being  each  valued  at  6,000L 

before  which  it  °  '  ' 

started  from  machinery  and  hull,  and  warranted  to  sail  on  or  befoie  the 
reachld"thl  ^^^^  of  August,  1861.  On  each  policy  the  plainliffi 
seaport  at  the    claimed  for  a  total  loss. 

mouth  of  the 

river,  whence  it      Pleas:  1.  Denying  the  seaworthiness. 

ultimately  o     -rw         •  i      i         ■  ••       ^   • 

started,  after  *•  i->enying  the  loss  by  penis  of  the  seas. 

»'i3?;e.T,for      3.  Deviation. 

sea.  after  the  4,  fhat  the  vessel  sailed  after  the  15th  August    Issue. 

date  fixed  :  the  ^ 

left  to  the  jury  Lush^  Q.C.,  Horacc  Llotfdy  W.  Williams  and  Mathew, 
Tdruy'r     fortbeplaintiflPs. 

the  seaport 

was  unreason-        Bovill  and  Sir  O,  Honyman,  for  the  defendants. 

The  steam-boats  were  built  for  the  navigation  of  the 
Danube,  the  objects  of  the  company  being  to  develop 
trade  with  Servia.  Being  thus  built  for  river  navigation, 
they  were  of  course  fit  for  the  navigation  of  the  Rhone,  the 
river  upon  which  they  were  built,  and  proceeded  down  that 
river  from  Lyons  to  Marseilles,  and  thence,  on  a  day  after 
the  day  mentioned  in  the  policy,  sailed  on  their  voyage, 
with  a  proper  crew,  and  as  seaworthy  as  they  could  be 
made  as  river-built  vessels.  They  were  all  three  lost  by 
foundering  at  sea  in  a  storm  in  the  Bay  of  Bourgas,  in  the 
Black  Sea,  within  one  day's  sail  of  the  Danube,  their  ulti- 
mate destination.  The  main  question,  as  to  whether  the 
underwriters  were  liable,  turned  out  to  be  a  question  of 
law,  and  was  ultimately  reserved  for  the  Court,  but  there 
turned  out  also  to  be  a  certain  question  of  fact. 
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It  appeared  that  ivhen   each   of  the  vessels  was  in-        1863. 

sured  it  was  known  what  was  their  nature  and  their  des-      ^^-^^'^^ 

Bouillon  et 
tination  {a),  and  the  rate  of  insurance,  it  was  stated,  was    Compaqnib 

higher  on  that  account.  The  point  intended  to  be  raised  lufton. 
was,  whether,  as  when  the  vessels  started  from  Lyons  on 
their  voyage  down  the  Rhone  they  were  not  made  fit 
for  sea  navigation,  they  did  or  did  not  sail  on  their 
voyage  on  or  before  the  day  mentioned  in  the  warranty. 
As  to  this,  the  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  voyage  con- 
sisted of  two  parts,  of  which  the  first  part  was  the 
passage  down  the  river  Rhone ;  and  that  was  begun  long 
before  the  day  mentioned.  They  took  at  Lyons  all  the 
equipments  for  the  sea  which  could  be  obtained  there,  and 
sailed  thence  with  the  bond  fide  intention  of  commencing 
their  voyage.  They  all  arrived  at  Aries,  at  the  mouth  of 
the  Mediterranean,  before  the  15th  of  August,  and  there 
the  captains  and  crews  went  on  board  for  the  sea  voyage. 
The  final  sea  equipments  could  only  be  obtained  at  Mar- 
seilles. The  masts  could  not  be  put  up  at  Lyons,  as  there 
were  ten  bridges  between  Lyons  and  Aries ;  but  the  masts 
were  taken  on  board  at  Lyons,  and  the  measurements  for 
the  sails  taken,  the  sails  being  provided  at  Marseilles. 
The  port  of  Marseilles  was  only  four  leagues  from  Aries, 
and  the  vessels  arrived  there  before  the  16th  of  August, 
the  day  mentioned  in  the  warranty.  They  sailed  thence, 
DO  doubt,  after  that  day ;  but  that  did  not,  it  was  said, 
vitiate  the  policy,  as  it  was  no  breach  of  the  warranty. 
The  requisite  documents  for  sailing,  and  especially  the 
permit  de  navigation,  could  only  be  obtained  at  Marseilles. 
It  was  obtained  on  the  20th  of  August,  and  the  vessels 
sailed  on  the  23rd  of  August — as  soon  as  they  possibly 
could  by  reason  of  the  weather.  In  the  Black  Sea  they 
all  encountered  a  terrible  storm,  and  on  the  14th  of  Oc- 
tober they  all  foundered. 

The  case  for  the  defence  was,  that  the  vessels  did  not 

{a)  Vide  Clapham  v.  Langtan,  ante^  p.  626. 
3  d2 
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1863.        leave  upon  their  voyage  until  after  the  15th  of  August,  or, 

^•^^^^^^      if  they  did,  then  there  was  improper  delay  or  deviation  at 
Bouillon  et  ,  . 

CoMPAOMiB    Marseilles ;  for  that  either  at  Aries  or  Marseilles  they 

LupTON.       should  have  been  made  seaworthy  before  the  15th,  and 

that  they  were  not  so ;  that  is,  seaworthy  for  a  river-going 

vessel — as  seaworthy  as  such  a  vessel  could  be  made.    In 

short,  the  contention  for  the  defence  was  that,  on  the  15th 

of  August,  the  vessels  were  not  seaworthy  for  the  whole 

voyage. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  urged,  that  if  a  voyage 

consisted  of  a  passage  down  a  river,  and  then  a  voyage 

across  the  ocean,  it  was  enough  if  the  vessel  in  the  river 

was  it  a  state  fit  for  the  river.     And  although  the  law,  no 

doubt,  was  that,  to  fulfil  a  warranty  to  sail  on  a  certain 

day,  the  vessel  must  not  colourably,  but  really  and  honestly, 

sail  on  her  voyage  on  that  day ;  here,  the  plaintiffs  con* 

tended,  this  was  the  case. 

Lush  instanced  the  case  of  whaling  vessels  which  did  not 
take  in  their  ''  whaling"  crews  till  they  got  to  Shetland : 
and  yet,  though  they  were  not  seaworthy  until  they  got 
their  entire  crews,  they  were  admitted  to  sail  on  their  voy- 
age when  they  left  their  port  of  departure. 

Bovill  cited  Arnould  on  Insurance^  and  urged  that,  by 
reason  of  the  delay,  the  vessels  got  to  the  Black  Sea  late 
in  the  autumn,  and  so  encountered  the  storm,  which  they 
would  otherwise  have  escaped. 

Lush  denied  that  this  was  so,  and  declared  that  be 
should  show  that  there  had  really  been  no  unreasonable 
delay. 

Evidence  was  then  gone  into  on  that  point,  with  a  view 
to  raise  the  questions  of  law  intended  to  be  reserved,  and 
it  appeared  that  one  vessel  might  have  been  ready  before, 
but  waited  for  the  other  two. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  left  to  the  jury  the  question  whether 
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there  had  been  any  unreasonable  delay,  and  in  particular,         1863. 

whether,  under  the  circumstances  and  considering  the  pe-   „ 

'  ^  or        Bouillon  et 

culiar  nature  of  these  vessels,  intended  as  they  were  for    Compagnie 
river  navigation,  it  was  unreasonable  that  they  all  should      Lupton. 
wait  until  all  were  equipped  for  sea  before  they  left  the 
mouth  of  the  river. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs  as  regarded  all  three 
vessels,  finding  expressly  that  there  was  no  unreasonable 
delay  as  to  any  of  them. 

In  answer  to  questions  from  the  Lord  Chi£f  Justice, 
they  said  that  they  thought,  as  to  the  first  vessel,  there 
was  time  for  her  complete  equipment,  &c.,  but  that  it  was 
reasonable  that  she  should  wait  for  the  other  two.  As  to 
the  other  two,  they  found  expressly  that  there  was  no  un- 
reasonable delay  in  the  equipment. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  (a). 


(a)  Subject  to  ihe  question  of 
law  reserved;  which  was  decided 
by  the  Court  (C.  P.)  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  is  now  pending  in 
error.  Vide  Clapham  v.  Langton^ 
ante,  p.  626,  as  to  the  warranty  of 
seaworthiness  in  such  a  case,  which 
did  not,  however,  arise  here.  The 
question  in   principle   very   much 


resembled  that  which  sometimes 
arises  as  to  whether  a  ship  has 
** arrived"  at  a  por(  within  the 
meaning  of  a  policy ;  which  it  has 
been  recently  held  is  a  question  of 
fact,  dependent  on  usage  and  cu8« 
torn  with  reference  to  the  nature 
of  the  voyage ;  Lindtay  v.  Janson, 
4  II.  &  N.  699. 


Hertford;  Civil  Courts  coram  Cockbum,  C.J* 

COOK  D.  SHERWOOD. 

Action  for  a  quarter's  salary  or  wages. 
Plea :  never  indebted. 

Sir  Q.  Honyman  for  the  plaintiff. 

Watkin  Williams  for  the  defendant. 

The   defendant   had   orally  engaged  the  plaintiff  as  a 

quarter's 

salary,  and  his  employer  at  thoend  of  a  quarter  having  given  up  his  business,  but  not  having 
expressly  dismissed  him,  held,  entitled  to  recover  the  next  quarter's  salary  under  an  indebi" 
tatus  count 


Hertford  teni 
Attixet, 

Plaintiff 
having  been 
retained  as  a 
traveller  on  an 
oral  contract 
for  more  than 
a  year  at  a 
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1863.  traveller  on  the  terms  of  a  former  agreement  for  three 
years,  at  a  certain  salary,  the  former  agreement  hafing 
been  with  the  defendant's  father,  and  above  a  year  being 
unexpired.  At  the  end  of  the  first  quarter  the  defendant 
paid  the  salary  for  that  quarter  and  gave  up  his  business 
and  left  the  premises.  The  plaintiff  sued  for  the  next 
quarter's  salary. 

The  plaintiff  went  again  and  again  to  him  and  offered 
to  continue  his  services,  and  had  never  been  expressly  dis- 
missed ;  but  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  raised 
these  points : — First,  that  there  was  no  contract  in  writing 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  required  in  cases  where 
the  contract  is  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year;  se- 
condly, that  the  action  ought  to  have  been  for  damages 
for  the  dismissal  and  not  for  the  wages  as  a  debt,  be- 
cause, in  the  latter  view,  the  plaintiff  might  as  well 
sue  for  and  recover  the  whole  salary  for  the  entire  time 
remaining  unexpired  of  the  period  of  engagement,  whereas, 
as  was  contended,  as  the  business  was  gone  in  which  he 
was  to  be  employed,  and  he  had  all  his  time  to  himself, 
the  defendant  was  oniv  liable  for  such  damages  as  the 
plaintiff  had  really  sustained,  which  might  be  much  less 
th^iu  the  amount  of  the  salary  (a). 

CocKBVRN«  C  J.«  oVsenred,  that  the  defendant  bad  not 
dismUsed  the  pUiricIff  v^\  ^Q^  ^^  should,  if  necessary, 
amend  by  adding  a  count  c>  for  work  and  labonr,  on  the 
g:rvunJ  of  a  constrxK^tire  senrice.  The  other  objections 
«v^uld  then  be  got  nd  of:  and,  though  he  would  reserve  the 
i;uc>;;oa,  h^  ^hculd  direct  a 

Veniict  tir  the  plaintiff  ^cO^ 

V4^  O^AM^uJt  V.  FA-wiu  13  Q.      U  L.  J^  Q.  BL  aOiS. 
i\  :^r«^.  ..-^  CCuriM  r.    B^wm;    II    M. 
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Coram  ErU,  C.  J.  J^ 

LINE  V.  TAYLOR.  Hertford  Lf„l 

.^  Asntet. 

-Declaration,  that   the   defendant  wrongfully  and  In*n  action 
knomngly  kepi  2Lfierce2ind  mischievous  dog  Inot  ''ferocious  keeping  a 
or  accustomed  to  bite  mankind  "],  which  bit  and  wounded  ^hUvoM  do^' 

the  plaintiff.  ;^^>c»»  *»«» 

"^  ,  bitten  or 

Pleas :  denying  that  the  defendant  knowingly  kept  such  wounded  the 

a  dog,  and  also  denying  that  it  bit  the  plaintiff.  necessary  to 

2U,  Chambers  and  Hawkins  for  the  plaintiff.  Ls  injured  the 

plaintiff,  and  is 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  and  F,  M,  White  for  the  defendant,     med  to  injure 

The   plaintiff  was   passing   by  the   house   of  the  de- ^ere  habit  of* 

fendant,  who    was   going  out,    when   his  dog,  who  was  ^^J"***"?"?®** 

kept  chained  up,  and  had  been  just  set  loose  to  go  with  persons,  not  so 
,.  II  ....^Mf'^to  hurt  or 

his  master,  rushed  out,  sprang  upon   the   plaintiff,  ana  injure  them, 
seized  his  arm  in  his  mouth.     It  did  not  appear,  however,  !!!°"?L^""'^ 

rr       '  9  some  annoy- 

that  his  teeth  had  entered  the  plaintiff's  flesh,  and  it  was  ance  and  trivial 

accidental 

proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  said  that  the  dog  had  not  damage  to 
bitten  him,  but  had  only  "  pinched"  and  shaken  his  arm.  not^guJi^^t^^ 
There  was  the  evidence  of  a  sur&^eon,  however,  that  it  had  action.    And 

°        '  '^  the  dog  may 

been  somewhat  swollen,  and  that  the  plaintiff  professed  be  brought  in- 
to be  in  great  pain.     And  he  stated  that  he  had  been  pre-  shown  to  the 
vented  from  working  for  some  time.     It  was  proved  that  {Kn^S- 
on  one  occasion  the  dog  had  sprung  in  a  similar  way  upon  ingof  his 

°  ,        "  •'      *^        temper  and 

a  man  passing  by  and  torn  his  collar,  and  that  he  had  disposition. 
also  sprung  once  upon  another  man,  who  had  easily  re- 
pulsed him  with  a  bag  he  was  carrying;  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  on  either  occasion  the  dog  really  meant  to  bite 
or  inflict  a  wound,  as,  from  his  size  and  strength,  it  was 
plain  he  easily  could  have  done  had  he  meant  so  to  do. 
And  there  was  no  other  evidence  that  be  was  of  a  fierce 
or  mischievous  nature. 

Notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  dog  ;  and 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  proposed  that  he  should  be  brought 
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1862.  into  Court,  to  be  Inspected  by  the  jury,  in  charge  of  bis 
keeper. 

M.  Chambers  objected,  as  the  experiment  would  be 
useless,  while  the  dog  was  under  the  control  of  his  keeper, 
and  perilous,  if  he  were  not  so. 

Erlb,  C.  J.—When  I  last  went  upon  Circuit  with  the 
late  lamented  Lord  Chief  Justice  Campbell,  I  recollect 
that,  in  a  similar  case,  his  Lordship  allowed  the  dog  to  be 
brought  into  Court ;  I  see  no  objection  to  it. 

The  dog  was  accordingly  brought  in,  led  by  his  keeper, 
with  a  chain.  The  jury  had  him  brought  up  to  them,  and 
at  their  desire  the  keeper  let  go  of  him.  They  examined 
him,  and  appeared  to  be  of  opinion  that,  from  the  expres- 
sion of  his  eye  and  other  indications,  he  was  not  of  a  vicious 
disposition. 

Ballantine,  Serjt.,  in  summing  up,  suggested  that,  though 
not  a  conclusive,  this  was  at  least  a  useful  practical  test, — 
since  a  dog  could  not  wholly  conceal  his  natural  temper; 
and  the  defendant's  witnesses  proved  that  the  dog  though 
powerful  and  playful,  and  with  a  habit  of  springing  upon 
people  (especially  ^hen  just  let  loose),  was  wholly  free 
from  vice,  and  had  never  really  hurt  any  one  so  far  as  was 
known. 

Erle,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  plaintiff,  to  sustain  the 
action,  must  satisfy  you,  not  only  that  he  was  injured  by 
the  dog,  but  that  the  dog  was  fierce  and  mischievous,  and 
known  to  be  so  by  the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  was  really 
hurt  and  injured,  it  does  not  matter  whether  it  was  by  the 
bite  of  the  teeth  or  merely  by  a  bruise  or  the  effects  of  a 
squeeze.  And  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  be  was 
used  to  bite^  if  he  was  used  to  ijyicre  people.  But  if  he 
merely  had  a  habit  of  bounding  upon  people  in  play,  even 
although  in  so  doing  he  might  frighten  timid  persons  or 
cause  some  little  annoyance,  that  would  not  sustain  the 
action.     And  of  this,  he  said,  the  jury  might  judge  partly 
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froDi  their  knowledge  of  dogs  and  their  own  observance  of        1862. 
the  animal  in  question  (a). 


(a)  This  case  is  worth  noting, 
not  only  as  deciding  a  point  of  law 
as  to  the  right  of  action,  hut  as 
illustrating  a  point  of  Nisi  Prius 
practice,  and,  perhaps,  as  throw- 
ing some  light  upon  the  prohahle 
construction  of  an  important  clause 
in  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  58, 
as  to  inspection,  by  jury  or  wit- 
nesses, of  any  real  or  personal  pro- 
perty which  may  be  material  to  the 
proper  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion in  dispute ;  which  it  can  hardly 
be,  of  course,  unless  it  belongs  to 
or  is  in  the  possession  of  one  or 
other  of  the  parties  to  the  suit: 
and  mat/  be  in  such  case  in  many 
ways,  as  with  reference  to  forgery, 
identity,  value,  or  utility— or,  as  in 
this  instance— in  the  case  of  ani- 
mals— temper  and  disposition.  It 
will  be  observed  that  though  the 
plaintiff  had  given  notice  to  produce 
the  dog,  it  might  be  doubtful  how 
far  he  could,  under  an  o;der  to 
produce,  call  for  anything  but 
books,  papers  or  documents,  and 
the  dog  was  produced  by  the  other 
party,  the  defendant.  But  it  seems 
clear  that,  under  the  above  clause, 
the  plaintiff  might  have  had  in- 
spection before  trial,  or  perhaps  at 
the  trial,  by  the  jury  and  wit- 
nesses. A  view,  it  will  be  observed, 
applies  to  real  property,  fixed  and 
immovable,  and  such  as  could  not 
be  brought  into  Court;  and  of 
which,  therefore,  as  in  cases  of  in- 
scriptions or  notices  fixed  to  walls, 
so  as  not  to  be  removable,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible.  And  a 
vitw  applies,  also,  only  to  juries. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  this 


Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

clause  is  meant  to  be  construed  by 
analogy  to  the  old  law  as  to  view, 
and  will  be  applied  in  cases  where, 
if  the  property  were  real^  a  view 
might  be  obtained;  as  a  view  is 
allowed  where  the  property  is  irre- 
movable, but  is  so  far  material  as 
to  necessitate  evidence  by  witnesses 
as  to  its  nature,  state,  value  or  the 
like;  Turguand  v.  Strand  l/hion, 
8  D.  P.  C.  201.  There  is  a  simi- 
lar jurisdiction  in  equity,  even  to 
the  extent  of  allowing  tests  to  be 
applied  ;  Twentyman  v.  BarneSf  2 
De  Gex  &  S.  225 ;  and  a  similar 
provision  in  the  Patent  Act,  15  & 
16  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  42,  as  to  which 
see  Mfadowtv.  Kirkman,  29  L.  J., 
Ex.  207;  Patent  Type  Company 
V.  Harrison,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  219; 
Holland  v.  Fox,  3  E.  &  B.  977. 
If  for  any  reason  the  property  can- 
not conveniently  be  brought  into 
Court,  as,  in  this  case,  if  there  had 
appeared  any  reason  really  to  sup- 
pose danger,  or  if  the  animal  had 
been  a  bull,  the  above  clause  would 
probably  be  applied,  to  allow  of 
inspection  out  of  Court.  But 
wherever  the  property  can  con- 
veniently be  produced  in  Court, 
that  course  can  be  followed,  with  or 
without  previous  inspection.  And, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  should  seem 
that  wherever  the  state  of  the  pro- 
perty is  so  far  material  that,  if 
immovable,  the  Court  would  allow 
a  view,  and  admit  evidence  about 
it,  and,  if  moveable,  it  would  be 
properly  producible  in  Court,  then 
the  Court  can  and  probably  will 
allow  of  an  inspection  before  trial 
by  the  party  and  his  witnesses. 
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Coram  BramweUy  B. 


SummJflLei.  SOWERBY  V.  WADSWORTH. 

hi  hwV*doc8     -"-H  IS  was  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  complained 
not  include  a     that  the  defendant  had  trespassed  on  land  of  the  plaintiff 

right  to  race;  n    i     i       t  mi     ▼▼  •  i  •        i  ^  t  •••        ■ 

and  a  person  called  the  Lilly  Hoo,  Within  the  manor  of  Lilly,  between 

party*to  a^°  Ilitchin  and  Luton,  with  horses,  and  had  placed  hurdles 

"hurdle race,"  thereon.    The  defendant    pleaded    that    the   place  is  a 

liable  for  the  common  and  public  highway  for  all  persons  to  go  and 

Eurdles  on\he  return,  pass  and  repass  with  horses,  at  all  times,  at  their 

o^ouRh'hi'did  ^^^  ^'''  *"^  pleasure.    The  plaintiff  did  not  deny  tiie 

not  take  part  right  of  way,  but  new  assigned,  and  alleged  excess. 

cularact.  Hawkins,  Sir   Cr.  Honyman^  and  Archibald^   for  the 

plaintiff. 

SheCf  Serjt.,  WooUett,  and  Ludlow,  were  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Lilly  Hoo,  within  the  manor  of  Lilly,  is  situate  midway 
between  Luton  and  Hitchin,  about  half  a  mile  from  tbe 
public  road  between  those  towns.  A  public  road,  sixty 
feet  wide  and  mostly  covered  with  beautiful  turf,  leads 
from  the  Luton  and  Hitchin  road  on  to  the  Hoo,  and 
then  across  the  Hoo  to  the  Ickmeld  highway,  which 
runs  along  the  whole  length  of  the  common  at  the  other 
end.  When  it  reaches  half-way  across  the  Hoo  it  branches 
off  in  two  directions,  and  there  are  several  other  roads  and 
public  bridle-ways  in  different  directions.  Between  1770 
and  1780  public  races  were  held  on  the  Hoo,  and  will  be 
found  chronicled  in  Wetherhjs  Racing  Calendar  of  that 
period  as  the  ''  Lilly  Hoo  Races,"  and  it  seemed  that 
races  of  some  sort  were  held  here  as  lately  as  thirty  years 
ago.  There  was  a  farm  called  Lilly  Hoo  Farm,  occupied 
by  a  Mr.  Coleman,  an  eminent  horse  trainer.  The  place 
appeared  rather  a  favourite  resort  for  purposes  of  picnics, 
or "  gypsy  ing,"  games  of  cricket,  and  so  forth.  In  December 
last  some  farmers  met  together  for  the  purpose  of  having 
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a  hurdle  race,  and  the  hurdles  were  taken  on  the  ground        1863. 
in  a  cart   belonging  to  a   Mr.  Marsh,  and  a  Mr.  John     a^"^^' 
Sworder  paid  a  man  for  putting  them  up,  while  the  de-  9. 

fendant,  Mr.  Wadsworth,  lent  some  horses  for  the  race,  one 
of  which  was  ridden  by  Mr.  Marsh.  The  plaintiff  brought 
three  actions,  one  against  each  of  these  gentlemen.  Mr. 
Marsh  and  Mr.  Sworder  acknowledged  the  plaintiff's  right, 
and  paid  a  small  sum  as  evidence  of  acknowledgment. 
The  present  defendant,  however,  had  insisted  on  his  right, 
and  now  tried  to  set  up  a  defence  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  "excess"  over  the  admitted  right  of  way,  for  that, 
after  all,  in  a  race,  parties  might  be  said  merely  to  "  go 
and  return,"  "pass  and  repass;"  and,  as  to  the  hurdles, 
the  defendant  said  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  them.  It 
appeared,  however,  that  there  were  no  races  within  the 
last  twenty  or  thirty  years  (except,  perhaps,  a  casual  race 
between  tradesmen,  not  shown  to  have  come  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  owner),  and  the  case  broke  down  as  to  that ; 
added  to  which  it  appeared  that  it  was  understood  by  all 
the  parties  to  the  race  in  question,  that  it  was  to  be  a 
"  hurdle  race." 

Bbamwell,  B.,  thereupon  told  the  defendant's  counsel 

tliat  it  was  in  vain  to  attempt  to  keep  up  the  defence.     It 

could  not  be  said,  in  common  sense,  or  law,  that  a  right  of 

way  involved  a  right  to  race.     And,  as  to  the  hurdles,  it 

was  clearly  the  joint  act  of  all  the  parties.    There  was  no 

real  injury,  but  as  the  right  was  set  up  and  insisted  on, 

the  pluintiff  was  driven  to  proceed  with  his  action,  and 

there  could  be  no  question  as  to  his  legal  right.      The 

jury,  therefore,  had  really  no  alternative  (if  they  thought 

the  hurdles  were  the  joint  act  of  the  defendant  with  the 

other  persons  present)  than  to  return  a  verdict   for  the 

plaintiff  with  nominal  damages. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  40*.  (a). 

(a)  As  to  the  main  point,  it  was       Manchester  R.  Co.,  14  C.  B.  21,3, 
very  much  the  same  as  iu  Waltis  v.      where  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 
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Wadsworth. 


the  public  on  a  highway  is  only  to 
pau  and  repass  for  purposes  of  pott- 
age. And  see  Schwinge  v.  Dowell, 
Vol.  II.  p.  S45,  and  Chapman  v. 
Cripp%  Vol.  II.  p.  864,  the  cases  of 
Epping  Forest  and  TunbridgeWells. 
In  the  remarkable  case  of  Coventry 
V.  Willet,  in  Q.  B.,  in  the  ensuing 
Term,  it  was,  however,  held,  that 
(here  is  no  legal  right  at  all  in  the 
public  to  resort  to  a  race^course. 
As  to  the  other  point  of  joint  lia- 
bility, at  first  light  the  ruling 
might  appear  opposite  to  that  of 


Cock  BO  RM,  C.  J.,  in  P^H  r. 
Birkbeck,  ante,  p.  683,  but,  on  ei- 
aminatioD,  it  will  be  foand  not 
only  quite  consistent  with  it,  bat, 
by  companion,  to  illustnte  the 
very  distinction  and  principle  oo 
which  the  question  of  joint  liability 
must  depend;  for  in  that  case 
there  was  no  concurrence  in  going 
over  the  plaintiff's  field ;  bat  here 
the  three  parties  all  concurred  in 
the  act  of  putting  the  hurdles  on 
the  particular  field. 


Hertford 
Summer  Atiizet. 

In  an  action 
against  a  canal 
company  for 
damage  caused 
by  the  emission 
of  sparks  from 
the  engines  of 
a  steamboat 
used  by  them ; 
evidence  being 
given  that  there 
were  some 
mechanical 
appliances 
which  were 
used  to  prevent 
the  emission 
of  sparks,  and 
that  there  were 
species  of  fuel 
and  modes  of 
dealing  with 
the  furnaces 
for  that  object, 
which  had  not 
been  adopted, 
&c,  the  ques- 
tion was  left  to 
the  jury  whe- 
ther there  had 
been  a  neglect 
by  the  defend- 
ants of  any 
practicable  pre- 
cautions which 
they  reasonably 
ought  to  have 
used. 


LOxNGMAN  AND  OTHERS  V.  THE  GRAND  JUNCTION 
CANAL  COMPANY. 

A.CTION  by  paper  manufacturers  for  damage  done  to 
them  by  setting  fire  to  some  stacks  of  straw  by  means  of 
sparks  from  one  of  the  company's  steam  engines.  The 
declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  possessed  of  divers 
goods,  eight  ricks  of  waste  paper,  &c.  &c.,  in  and  upoti 
certain  land  of  theirs  near  to  (a)  a  canal  which  was  used 
by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of  navigating  the  same 
with  and  propelling  on  and  along  the  same  steamboats  con- 
taining fire  and  igneous  matter,  and  that  the  defendants 
so  negh'gently  and  carelessly  and  improperly  managed  a  cer- 
tain steamboat  or  vessel,  which  was  then  being  by  them 
navigated  and  propelled  upon  and  along  the  canal  near  to(a) 
the  said  goods,  and  (b)  the  fire  and  igneous  matter  therein, 
and  so  negligently  conducted  themselves  in  and  about  pro- 
viding and  managing  the  proper  means  for  retaining  the 
fire  and  igneous  matter  in  the  said  steam  boat  whilst  the 
same  was  being  propelled  along  the  said  canal,  that,  by 


(a)  As  to  the  distinction  between 
this  expression  and  "  adjoining," 
or  "next  to,"  see  Barnes  v.  Ward, 
9  C.   B.  592 ;  and   Hardcaslle  v. 


JRiver  Dun  Canal  Co.,  4  H.  &  N. 
67. 

(6)  That  is,  *'and  to  carefesily 
managed  the  said  fire,  frc." 
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such  negligence  and  improper  management,  divers  sparks         1863. 

of  fire  and  is:neous  matter  escaped,  flew  and  came  from     J^'^'^^*'^ 
°  ^      '  ^         Longman 

and  out  of  the  said  steamboat  to  and  upon  one  of  the  said     and  Others 
ricks,  and  by  means  thereof  the  said  rick  became  ignited    the  Grand 
and  set  on  fire,  and  by  means  of  the  premises  the  said    c^^al^Com- 
other  ricks  and  said  other  goods,  being  contiguous  and  near        'ant. 
to  (a)  the  said  rick  so  ignited,  also  became  ignited  and  set 
on  fire  and  was  burnt. 
Plea  :  Not  guilty. 

Bovilly  Lush,  and  Garth  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Day  for  the  company. 

The  plaintiffs  were  paper  manufacturers,  carrying  on 
business  at  Home  Park  Mill,  in  the  parish  of  Abbotts 
Langley,  in  this  county,  and  they  had  stacks  of  paper 
shavings,  and  other  waste  and  refuse  papers,  kept  by  them, 
to  be  used  up  in  their  manufacture,  on  a  piece  of  ground 
belonging  to  the  mill,  between  the  river  flowing  thereto 
and  the  canal.  On  the  29th  of  March  last  the  plaintiffs 
had  eight  of  these  stacks  on  this  piece  of  land,  one  of 
which  had  been  standing  there  for  seven  or  eight  years, 
the  others  for  various  periods  of  time,  and  all  thatched 
with  straw  like  hayricks.  About  twenty-five  minutes  to 
four  o*clock  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day,  two  of  the  stacks 
nearest  to  the  canal,  and  about  twenty  yards  from  it,  were 
found  to  be  on  fire.  A  high  wind  was  blowing  at  the 
time,  and  in  a  few  minutes  the  whole  of  the  stacks  were 
on  fire.  The  wind  carried  fragments  of  lighted  straw  and 
paper  to  a  considerable  distance,  and  set  fire  to  some  car- 
boys of  vitriol  and  other  things  on  the  plaintiffs'  premises. 
The  total  damage  was  estimated  at  about  700/.  One  of 
the  company's  steamboats  was  stated  to  have  been  passing 
along  the  canal  shortly  before  the  flames  broke  out,  and  a 
witness  swore  that  he  saw  a  spark  from  the  engine  fly  out 
upon  one  of  the' stacks. 

(a)  Videtupra, 
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1863.  Scientific  witnesses  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  plain* 

^^^'^^^  tiffs  to  prove  that  various  mechanical  inventions  had  been 

aiidOtlien  applied  to  the  purpose  of  preventing  the   sparks  from 

The  Gramd  flying  out  of  engines  on   railways,  as  caps  for  the  fur- 

Cam AL  Com-    "*^^®'  .  . 

rAMT.  It  was  elicited  from  the  company's  witnesses  that  there 

were  two  kinds  of  coal  used,  one  of  which  caused  less 
sparks  than  the  other;  and,  further,  that  coke  was  some- 
times used  to  make  a  clear  fire. 

The  witnesses  for  the  company,  however,  among  whom 
was  Sir  Charles  Fox,  stated  that,  though  '' out  of  deference 
to  the  prejudices  of  the  agricultural  districts  **  precautions 
against  the  emission  of  sparks  were  sometimes  used  in 
agricultural  steam-engines,  they  had,  for  the  most  part, 
ceased  to  be  used  in  railway  locomotives. 

Bramwbll,  B.,  asked  if  they  did  not  throw  out  sparks. 

The  witnesses  admitted  that  they  did;  but  they  said 
that  this  was  owing  to  those  engines  having  a  much 
stronger  "  blast,"  or  draught,  through  their  funnels. 
They  further  stated  that  in  the  present  species  of  engine 
there  was  not  such  a  **  blast,"  or  draught,  as  would  cause 
sparks  to  fly  out ;  and  they  declared  that  they  had  actually 
experimented  with  the  engine  in  question  and  found  that 
it  did  not  throw  out  sparks. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence, 

Bramwell,  B.  (who  tried  the  case  of  Vaughan  v.  Tke 
Taff  Vale  Railway  Company  {a)^  which  went  to  a  Court 
of  Error,  where  it  was  held  that  a  railway  company  was 
not  liable  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  negligence  or 
neglect  of  reasonable  precautions)  left  the  question  to  the 
jury  in  accordance  with  that  case,  telling  them  that  they 
must  be  of  opinion,  in  order  to  find  for  the  plaintifl^,  that 
the  fire  was  caused  by  the  engine  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  they  had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  which  he  defined 

(o)  Vide  5  II.  &  N.  679. 
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to  be  the  neglect  of  any  reasonable  practicable  precautions, 
or  precautions  which  the  company  reasonably  ought  to 
have  used,  to  prevent  the  emission  of  sparks  from  their 
engines. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  707Z  {a). 


(a)  The  law  on  the  subject  has 
been  settled  in  error  very  much  in 
accordance  with  the  earliest  case 
on  the  subject,  at  least,  the  earliest 
instance  of  an  action  in  which  the 
question  was  distinctly  raised.  It 
was  there  held,  that  in  an  action 
against  a  railway  company  for  neg- 
ligence in  setting  fire  to  a  build- 
ing near  the  railway,  by  sparks  of 
fire  having  escaped  from  one  of  the 
company's  engines,  the  evidence 
was,  that,  shortly  after  the  engine 
had  passed  near  to  where  the  build- 
ing was,  the  latter  was  observed  to 
be  on  fire.  Sparks  had  been  seen 
on  various  occasions  to  be  emitted 
by  the  company's  engines.  The 
emission  of  sparks  depended  on  the 
rate  at  which  the  engines  were  im- 
]>elled^  having  reference  to  their 
power ;  and  there  were  other  modes 
by  which  it  could  be  prevented : — 


Held,  that  the  evidence  showed  a 
primd  facie  case  of  negligence,  for 
which  the  company  was  responsible. 
Piggot  V.  Eastern  Counties  Rail^ 
toay  Co,,  15  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P. 
235;  10  Jur.  571.  It  was  held, 
also,  that  evidence  of  sparks  having 
been  seen,  on  occasions  previously 
to  the  accident,  to  be  emitted  by 
the  company's  engines,  was  admis- 
sible, as  it  was  evidence  to  ascer- 
tain whether  sparks  from  the  en- 
gines could  or  could  not  be  thrown 
as  far  as  where  plaintifis*  building 
was.     J6. 

In  Vaughan  v.  2%«  Taf  Vale 
Railway  Co,,  5  H.  &  N.  679,  this 
was  in  substance  affirmed  and  up- 
held, and  the  present  is  the  first 
subsequent  case  in  which  it  was 
applied.  The  verdict  was  not  dis- 
turbed. 


1863. 


Longman 
and  Others 

V. 

Thb  Grand 

Junction 

Canal  Com- 

FANY. 


Croydon,  coram  Bramwell,  JB» 

BOWES    AND   ANOTHER    V.  PONTIFEX   AND   OTHERS. 


Surrey 
Summer  Attizet^ 

On  a  contract 
for  goods  with- 


-A.CTION  to  recover  the  price  of  a  quantity  of  "lead  "^p®^I"*"{f 

ashes/'  alleged  to  have  been  sold  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  acceptance,  to 

defendants.      The  sum  came  to  347/.,  and  that  was  the  Salute,  must 

sum  claimed.     The  defendants  denied  their  liability.  ^®  bywme  act 

J  or  conduct  on 

Hawkins  and  C.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiffs.  buyKic^u 

Lush  and  Beresford  for  the  defendants.  tioVi  reuin 

the  goods,  or 
such  as  reasonably  would  lead  the  seller  to  think  they  are  accepted,  and  this  may  be  by  re- 
tention of  them  for  such  a  time  as  reasonably  might  lead  to  that  conclusion. 
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There  had  been  previous  dealings  between  the  parties, 
and  there  had  been  a  prior  sale  of  a  quantity  of  lead  ashes; 
the  present  contract  was  by  parol,  and,  according  to  the 
case  for  the  defendants,  there  was  a  distinct  understanding 
that  the  parcel  now  in  question  should  be  equal  to  the 
former.  The  contract  was  on  the  11th  of  April,  and  the 
delivery  ouvthe  12ih.  The  defendants  had  liberty  to  assay 
the  ashes.  On  the  22nd  of  April  the  plaintiffs  first  heard 
from  them  that  they  considered  the  parcel  not  equal  to  the 
last,  and  the  plaintiffs  offered  an  allowance,  as  to  which 
several  letters  passed  ;  but  before  a  definite  agreement  as 
to  the  amount  of  allowance,  and  before  any  express  re- 
pudiation or  acceptance,  on  the  5th  May  the  defendants 
wrote  to  the  effect  that  on  assay  the  parcel  was  so  inferior 
to  the  last  that  they  declined  to  accept  it  on  any  terms ; 
and  they  did  not,  according  to  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs, 
repudiate  the  article  until  more  than  a  fortnight  after  de- 
livery, which,  it  was  contended,  was  too  late. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence. 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  sale 
was  not  conditional,  but  that  there  was  a  mere  warranty. 

Lush  urged  that  when  a  party  agreed  to  buy  a  com- 
modity on  a  distinct  understanding  that  it  should  be  of  t 
certain  quality,  that,  in  substance,  was  a  condition,  as  it 
was  a  reasonable  inference^hat  the  buyer  meant  that  he 
would  only  buy  on  that  as  a  condition. 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  thought  otherwise,  and 
that  it  was  a  mere  warrant  or  guarantee  ;  otherwise  every 
case  oF  guarantee  of  quality  would  be  turned  into  a  con- 
ditional sale. 

Lush  referred  to  a  recent  case  as  to  the  sale  of  hops  (a). 


(«)  Bannermnn  v.  Whiter  31  L. 
J.,  C.  P.  28.  There,  the  buyer 
inquired  if  the  hops  were  sulphured, 
and  was  told  that  they  were  not ; 
and,  as  the  seller  knew,  would  not 


have  bought  if  he  had  known  that 
they  were  sulphured,  as  in  fitcttbey 
were.  The  Court  held  it  was  a  con- 
dition, because  it  was  a  prelimi- 
nary stipulation;  and  the  buyer's 
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in  which,  he  said,  it  had  been  held  that  a  sale  by  sampley 
with  a  warranty  that  they  were  of  a  certain  kind,  was 
held  a  conditional  sale. 

Hawkins  said  in  that  case  there  had  been  a  distinct  sti- 
pulation, in  the  nature  of  a  condition,  that  the  hops  should 
be  of  the  specified  quality. 

Lmhy  in  addressing  the  jury  on  the  whole  case,  insisted 
that  there  had  been  no  acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants (a),  and  that  it  was  necessary  that  there  should 
have  been  an  actual  acceptance  by  them,  and  assent  to  re- 
ceive the  ashes  as  according  to  the  contract  (&),  or  that. 


assent  was  in  effect  conditional 
upon  its  observance.  Vide  Sayert 
V.  Birmingham  Gat  Co.,  27  L.  J., 
£x.  294 ;  Laey  ▼.  Mouflet,  29  L. 
J.,  Ex.  110. 

(a)  Which,  (the  contract  being 
by  parol,)  was  the  question — not 
whether,  in  fact,  the  contract  had 
been  performed  on  the  part  of  the 
vendors ;  t.  e,,  not  whether,  in  fact, 
the  parcel  tDos  equal  to  the  last, 
but  whether  the  defendants  had 
chosen  to  accept  it. 

(6)  It  seems  strange  that  this 
should  ever  have  been  doubted. 
In  cases  of  acceptance  in  satisfac- 
tion, it  has  always  been  held  that 
acceptance  must  be  an  act  of  the 
will  of  the  party  receiving.  Hard- 
man  ▼.  Bellhouse,  9  M.  &  W.  596; 
and  it  is  for  the  jury  whether  there 
has  been  an  actual  assent  and 
acceptance;  Evant  v.  Fowii,  1 
Exch.  601  ;  unless  there  has  been 
a  previous  accord  and  a  perform- 
ance ;  Curlewis  v.  Clarkj  3  Ex. 
375 ;  in  which  case  that  accord  is 
essential ;  Bainbridge  v.  Lax,  9  Q. 
B.  819.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  why 
acceptance  should  mean  less  in  one 
kind  of  contract  than  another.     In 

VOL.  III.  i 
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Bowes 

and  Another 
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PONTIFBX 

and  Others. 


Morton  v.  Tihhett,  15  Q.  B.  428, 
the  vendee  had  chosen  to  re$ell  the 
goods,  which  was  deemed  an  act  of 
acceptance  as  strong  as  actual  user, 
just  as  sale  is  as  much  a  conversion 
as  destruction,  or  consumption ;  and 
it  had  been  held,  that  retention  of 
goods  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
purchase,  in  the  case  of  goods  sent 
on  sale  or  return,  and  so  would 
a  sale  of  them.  If  goods  delivered 
on  *^  sale  or  return"  be  not  returned 
within  a  reasonable  time,  or  the 
return  of  them  be  rendered  impos- 
sible by  the  act  of  the  buyer,  the 
contract  of  sale  becomes  complete, 
and  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  may  be  maintained  by 
the  seller  against  the  buyer.  Man 
V.  Sweet,  16  L.  T.,  Q.  B.  441; 
Semble,  Iley  v.  Frankenttein^  8 
Scott,  N.  R.  839,  is  not  law.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  had  also  been 
held,  that  where  goods  had  been 
sent  on  a  contract  for  sale,  mere 
unpacking  would  not  amount  to 
acceptance,  but  that  retention  of 
them  an  unreasonable  time  would 
be  evidence  of  it ;  Curtis  v.  Pygh, 
10  Q.  B.  111.  And  it  had  been 
likewise  held,  tliat  the  law  in  every 
E  F  P. 
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Bowes 
and  Another 

V. 
PONTIPBZ 

and  Others. 


at  all  eventSy  there  ought  to  be  a  reduction  of  the  price  (a) 
for  a  breach  of  warranty. 

The  learned  Judgb^  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said  that  there  was  no  written  contract  within  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  and  thus  there  would  arise  the  difficult  question 
as  to  what  was  an  ''  acceptance"  of  the  goods  by  the  de- 
fendants. That  statute  enacted,  that  no  one  should  be 
liable  on  a  sale  of  goods  above  the  value  of  102.  unless 
there  was  either  a  note  in  writing,  or  part  payment,  or  an 
actual  acceptance  and  delivery.  Now,  as  in  this  case  there 
was  neither  writing  nor  part  payment,  the  question  would 
be  whether  there  had  been  an  acceptance.  And  that  was 
one  of  the  most  difficult  questions  in  the  law,  and  it  was 
very  hard  to  reconcile  the  cases  upon  it  (b).  Beyond  all 
doubt  there  was  here  a  guarantee  of  quality,  and  probably 
the  jury  would  think  that  it  had  not  been  complied  with; 
but  he  had  already  expressed  his  opinion  that  a  guarantee 


case  of  sale  by  sample  implies  a 
right  in  the  vendee  to  see  that  the 
bulk  corresponds  with  the  sample ; 
Pettii  V.  MitcheU,  Car.  &  M.  424; 
so  tliat  before  Morton  v.  Tibbettt 
it  had  been  settled,  in  effect,  that 
the  vendee  had  a  right  to  a  rea- 
sonable time  to  see  that  the  goods 
corresponded  with  the  sample  (or 
the  order),  and  that  in  the  meantime 
the  mere  receipt  was  no  evidence 
of  acceptance,  and  there  was  no- 
thing incontistent  with  that  in 
holding  that,  if  he  chose  to  part 
with  the  goods  without  exercising 
that  right,  he  thereby  affirmed  the 
contract,  and  was  left  to  his  remedy 
for  any  breach  of  warranty.  Where 
there  is  any  evidence  of  acceptance, 
it  is  for  the  jury;  ButhelY,  Wheeler, 
7  D.  &  L.  442;  and  mere  reten- 
tion may,  beyond  all  doubt,  be 
some  evidence;  GUliat  v.  Roberts, 


19  L.  J.,  Ex.  410;  but  when  there 
is  an  option  and  a  disapproval,  the 
mere  non^ntimation  of  it  is  not 
necessarily  evidence  of  i 
unless,  under  the   circun 
such  as  would  be  unreasonable,  or 
might  fairly  lead  the  seller  to  infer 
an  acceptance ;  CmUiffe  r.  fierri- 
son,  20  L.  J.,  Ex.  325.  And  wbeit 
there  has  been  from  the  first  in- 
spection a   correspondence,  with 
express  objection,  and  mere  nego- 
tiation, there  is  no  evidence  of  ac- 
ceptance; Archer  ir.  Baynef  Ibid. 
54,  a  case  very  much  retemUiiig 
the  present   An  instance  of  reten- 
tion, without  objection,  for  an  on- 
reasonable  time,  held  to  amount  to 
evidence  of  acceptance ;  Cwrrk  ▼• 
Jnderum,  29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  87. 

(a)  PttTMom  V.  Sexttm,  4  C  E 
899. 

(6)  rSktiipra. 
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was  not  in  such  a  case  a  conditional  contract  (a).  There 
had  been  a  great  deal  of  dispute  and  difference  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word  "  acceptance."  In  one  case  (J),  in 
the  time  of  the  late  Lord  Campbell,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  were  supposed  (c)  to  have  held  that  mere  delivery  was 
enough.  There  was,  however,  a  later  case  in  the  Exche- 
quer (d),  in  which  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  acceptance 
unless  there  had  been  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  the 
buyer  of  seeing  that  the  article  delivered  was  such  as  had 
been  ordered ;  and  probably  the  jury  would  do  well  to 
take  that  as  the  law,  and  for  this  case  he  so  laid  it  down. 
Certainly, unless  "accept"  means  no  more  than  "receive" 
(as  surely  it  must,  for  otherwise  the  word  "deliver"  would 
of  itself  have  sufficed),  acceptance  must  mean  some  act  or 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  buyer  indicating  an  intention 
to  retain  the  goods,  or  such  as  reasonably  to  lead  the  seller 
to  suppose  so(6).  That  was  the  law  which  the  jury  must 
apply  to  this  case.  The  learned  Judgie  then  examined  the 
evidence  with  reference  to  the  precise  time  at  which  the 
defendants  had  "assayed"  the  ashes,  and  given  notice  to 
the  plaintiffs  of  their  rejection.  Practically,  the  ques- 
tion would  resolve  itself  into  whether,  within  a  reason- 
able time,  the  defendants  rejected  the  ashes.  There  could 
be  little  doubt  that  the  ashes  were  not  according  to  the 
warranty ;  and,  even  if  the  jury  were  of  opinion  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiffs,  the  sellers,  as  to  the  sale  being  binding, 
they  would  be  at  liberty  to  make  a  deduction  from  the 
price  on  account  of  any  inferiority.  Had  the  defendants 
accepted  the  goods  ?  If  so,  was  there  any  abatement  to 
be  made  in  the  price  ? 


1863. 


(a)   Vide  ante,  pp.  741—2. 

(6)   Vide  supra, 

(f)  Morton  v.  TihUttt,  15  Q.  B. 
428 ;  bat  see  Meredith  ▼.  Meigh, 
2  £.  &  B.  365. 

{d)  Hunt  Y.  Hechtf  8   Exch. 


814 ;  and  see  also  Cunliffe  v.  Harri- 
tony  6  Exch.  903 ;  Cwrrie  v.  Ander- 
son, 29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  87;  vide  Saytrt 
y.  Birmingham  Cos  Co,,  27  L.  J., 
Ex.  295. 

(e)  Vide  ante,  p.  74 1 ,  in  notis  (b). 
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Bowes 
and  Another 

V. 
PONTIFEX 

and  Others. 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  contract  price,  less 
20/.  (a). 


(a)  There  was  a  rule  as  against 
evidence,  but  not  for  misdirection ; 
and  it  is  conceived  that  the  direc- 


tion is  in  accordance  with  and  re- 
conciles all  the  caaet.  Videumiey 
pp.  741— 2,  m  notU. 


Chelmsford:  Civil  Court;  coram  Wtghiman^  J. 

^'Spring  LEE  V.  DIXON. 

jiutzet. 

Though,  when   A.CTION  affainst  an  attorney  for  improperly  suing  on 

an  attorney  is  °  j  r     r      j  o 

employed  to      behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  Superior  Court  instead  of  the 

recover  a  small   ^         ^     ^       m 

debt,  he  is        County  Court. 

iuern  for*'un.  ^hc  first  count  stated  that  the  plaintiff  retained  the  de- 
necessarily  and  fendant  as  and  being  an  attorney,  to  proceed  to  recover 
suing  in  a  for  the  plaintiff^  by  action,  from  one  Gregory,  a  sum  of 
(^ess!  with"a  money  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  due  to  him  from 
Gregory.  That  the  defendant  accepted  such  retainer  for 
reward,  but,  instead  of  proceeding  for  the  recovery  of  the 
money  in  the  Sheriffs'  Court,  London,  as  he  could  and 
might  and  ought  to  have  done,  and  could  have  done  at 
upon  whether,    much  less  cost  and  risk  to  the  plaintiff  than  by  proceediD? 

from  his  clients  .,-..,      ^  .        ^  «r  . 

\n  her  Majesty  s  Superior  Courts  at  Westminster,  com- 
menced an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  in  one  of 
the  said  Superior  Courts ;  and  such  proceedings  were  had 
and  taken  by  the  defendant  in  the  said  Court  in  such 
action,  that  the  same  came  on  for  trial  and  a  verdict  duly 
thereon  found  by  the  jury  for  the  said  Gregory  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  judgment  obtained  on  such  verdict  against 

and  the  nature  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  forced  to  pay  his  own  costs  and 

a  Judge"would'  the  C05/S  of  Gregory's  defence ;  and 

"d*7h°'^*^rht      Second  count,  on  which  nothing  turned,  for  conducting 

reasonably  so     the  action  with  negligence. 

have  supposed 

he  will  not  be 

liable,  even  though  his  client,  failing  to  recover  in  the  Superior  Court,  became  subject  to  the 

cosu  of  suit  in  that  Court. 


knowledge  of 
the  conse- 
quences, his 
client  instructs 
him  so  to  do), 
yet  his  liability 
will  depend 


instructions  to 
him,  he  might 
reasonablv 
suppose  that 
he  would  re- 
cover, and  de- 
sired to  sue 
for,  a  sum 
which  would 
carry  costs ;  or 
that  fVom  the 
circumstances 
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Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty.  1863. 

2.  Denial  of  the  retainer. 

3.  That  the  defendant  could  not  and  ought  not  to  have 
proceeded  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  money  in  the  Sheriffs' 
Court. 

4.  That  he  proceeded  in  one  of  the  Superior  Courts  at 
the  request  of  the  plaintiff'^  and  at  his  direction.     Issue. 

Hawkins  and  Holl  for  the  plaintiff! 

Chambers  and  Hance  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  tradesman,  carrying  on  business  at 
Russell  Street,  Covent  Garden.  In  January,  186S,  one 
Chippingdale  brought  the  plaintiff — to  whom  he  was  in- 
debted in  5/. — a  cheque  of  one  Gregory  for  45/.,  and  the 
plaintiff  made  an  advance  of  10/.  lOs.  upon  it,  on  a  written 
authority  from  Chippingdale  to  pay  the  cheque  away,  liold^ 
ing  himself  responsible  for  the  balance.  And  plaintiff  ac- 
cordingly got  it  cashed  by  a  neighbour.  ,Next  day,  how- 
ever, Gregory  told  the  plaintiff,  as  the  latter  said,  not  to 
advance  any  more  money  upon  the  cheque,  as  he  should 
stop  the  cheque;  which  he  accordingly  did,  and  it  was  re- 
turned to  plaintiff,  who  had  to  pay  it,  and  advanced  no 
more  money  to  Chippingdale  upon  it;  and  the  plaintiff, in 
February,  instructed  the  defendant,  as  his  attorney,  to  sue 
Gregory  upon  the  cheque,  as  he  said,  for  the  10/.  10*., 
but,  as  the  defendant  said,  to  recover  the  whole  amount. 
Gregory  carried  on  business  in  Bucklersbury,  in  the  City, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sheriffs'  Court,  which  has 
jurisdiction  up  to  50/.  (a).  But  the  plaintiff* gave  no  special 
instructions  to  sue  in  the  inferior  Court ;  and  the  defendant 
brought  the  action  in  a  Superior  Court,  and  it  was  tried  at 
Kingston  at  the  Spring  Assizes  last  year,  and  after  a 
trial  which  lasted  some  time,  but  at  which  Chippingdale 
was  not  present,  the  jury  found  in  favour  of  Gregory. 

(a)  Castriqtte  v.  Prtge,  13  C.  B.  covered  in  Superior  Courts  without 
458.  But  if  the  sum  recovered  is  a  certificate.  There  is  a  blunder 
less  than  20/.,  costs  cannot  be  re-      in  the  City  Act. 
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1863.  ^  The  plaintiff  therefore  became  liable  for  bis  costs,  which 
came  to  about  80/.  The  present  action  was  in  effect  to 
recover  these  costs.  It  is  to  be  obsenred  that,  soing  in 
the  Superior  Courts  the  claim  could  be  and  watf  indorsed 
specially  on  the  writ,  so  that  judgment  might  have  been 
obtained  by  default  thereon,  without  any  further  pro- 
ceeding. 

The  plaintiff  was  examined,  and  swore  that  he  instructed 
the  defendant  to  sue  for  the  10/.  10«.,  and  never  heard 
anything  about  it  until  he  was  told  that  the  cause  stood 
for  trial  at  Kingston,  when  he  said  that  he  was  surprised 
to  hear  it,  and  never  meant  to  sue  in  the  Superior  Courts 
for  such  a  small  sum.  It  appeared,  however,  that  he 
knew  the  action  was  commenced  in  the  Superior  Court, 
and  that  his  idea  had  been  that  there  could  be  no 
defence,  at  all  events  as  to  the  amount  he  had  ad- 
vanced, and  that  Gregory  would  let  judgment  go  by 
default,  instead  of  which  he  pleaded  fraud.  And  the 
plaintiff,  on  cross-examination,  admitted  that  he  had  heard 
the  pleas  read  over  to  him,  one  of  which  charged  him  with 
taking  the  cheque  fraudulently ;  and  that  he  had  also  an- 
swered interrogatories. 

Chambers,  for  the  defendant,  contending  that  the  plaintiff 
had  consented  to  the  case  being  tried  at  Kingston,  and 
that  questions  of  law  were  likely  to  arise  which  could  not 
be  properly  disposed  of  by  an  inferior  Court. 

And  the  defendant  and  other  witnesses  had  been  called 
to  contradict  the  statements  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  proved  that  the  costs  in  the  Sheriffs'  Court  would 
not  exceed  3/. 

The  defendant  stated  that  he  asked  the  plaintiff  how 
much  he  meant  to  recover  on  the  cheque,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  said  the  whole ;  whereupon  witness  told  him  it 
would  be  a  matter  of  difficulty  how  much  he  would  be 
entitled  to  recover,  and  whether,  if  he  recovered  the  whole 
he  would  not  be  liable  even  to  Chippingdale  for  the  ba- 
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lance;  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied'that  no  doubt  he  wag      yl^^^ 
answerable  to  Chippingdale  for  the  balance,  but  was  en-         leb 
titled  to  recover  the  whole  according  to  the  effect  of  the        d^qh. 
arrangement  between  them.    The  defendant  further  stated 
that  he  explained  to  the  plaintiff  about  the  costs ;   and 
denied  having  been  informed  as  to  Gregory's  notice.    He 
admitted,  however,  telling  the  plaintiff  that  if  he  recovered 
above  20/.  there  was  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  the  Superior 
Court  (a),  and  so  he  would  recover  his  costs. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  defendant,  as  attorney, 
was  only  bound  to  use  reasonable  care.  The  negligence 
imputed  to  him  is — that,  knowing  that  his  client,  the 
plaintiff,  could  only  recover  less  that  20/.  on  the  cheque,  and 
that,  therefore,  even  if  he  recovered,  he  could  not  recover 
costs,  he  did  not,  as  the  plaintiff  alleges,  tell  him  so,  and 
did  not  tell  him  that  if  he  failed  to  recover  he  would  have 
to  pay  costs  on  the  scale  of  the  Superior  Courts.  The  de- 
fendant admits  that  he  told  the  plaintiff  that  if  he  recovered 
more  than  20/.  there  was  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  the 
Superior  Courts.  Now,  no  doubt,  in  that  be  made  a  mis- 
take {b),  and  there  is  not  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases,  except  on  certain  conditions.  In  that  therefore  he 
fell  into  an  error  in  law — a  mistake  as  to  the  construction 
of  an  act  of  parliament.  But  the  question  is  (c),  whether 
there  was  such  negligence,  upon  a  matter  properly  within 
his  knowledge,  as  to  render  him  liable  to  an  action  ? 

The  proceedings  having  gone  on  so  far  as  not  only  plea 
but  interrogatories,  so  that  it  was  plain  the  action  would  be 
defended,  it  is  said  that  then,  at  all  events,  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  now  defendant  to  have  stopped  the  proceedings  in 

(a)  An  error ;  but  owing  to  the  (6)   Vide  tupra  (a), 

peculiar  and  blundering  frame  of  the  (c)  One  of  law,  rather  than  a( 

Shentb*  Court  Act,  as  pointed  out  fact :  and  if  the  learned  Judge  is 

by  the  Court  in  Caslrigue  v.  Page,  to  be  taken  as  having  left  it  to  the 

13  C.  B.  458,  therefore  it  was  a  very  jury,  that  would  be  erroneous,  but 

excusable  error  for  an  attorney.  probably  he  did  not  mean  that. 
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1863.  the  Superior  Court,  and  sued  in  the  Sheri£b'  Court.  But 
it  is  for  you  to  judge  whether  (a)  the  proceedings,  having 
gone  so  far,  it  was  negligence  in  the  defendant  not  to 
have  then  stopped  them. 

The  question  to  be  determined  between  the  parties  in 
the  original  action  (as  appears  from  the  proceedings)  was 
one  of  fraud ;  whether  Gregory  had  not  been  defrauded 
out  of  the  cheque,  and  it  was  one  of  those  cases  in  which 
there  might  be  ground  for  supposing  that  there  would  be 
a  certi6cate  by  the  Judge  (even  in  the  event  of  less  than 
20/.  being  recovered),  that  it  was  a  fit  case  to  be  tried  in 
the  Superior  Courts. 

That  is,  although  the  amount  recovered  was  only  less 
than  20/.,  still  the  case  was  of  such  a  character  that  it 
might  be  that  the  Judge  who  tried  it  would  be  of  opiuiou 
that  it  was  fit  to  be  brought  in  the  Superior  Courts.  And 
the  defendant  states  that  he  deemed  it  was  one  which  also 
raised  a  difficult  question  of  law,  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  entire  amount  of  the  cheque  or  only 
a  part  of  it.  Certainly  it  was  a  case  which  might  have 
been  brought  in  the  Sheriffs'  Court ;  and,  no  doubt,  the 
proceedings  there  would  be  less  expensive.  It  is  said  that 
the  plaintiff  was  desirous  that  the  action  should  be  com* 
menced  in  the  Superior  Court,  and  there  is  a  contradiction 
of  testimony  as  to  that  point  on  which  you  must  de- 
cide (J). 

The  question  is(c),  whether  you  are  satisfied  on  this 
evidence  {d),  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence 
or  of  improper  conduct  in  the  management  of  the  cause, 
or  failed  in  the  duty  which  he  owed  as  an  attorney  to  his 

(a)  That  i^,  assuming,  it  is  to  the   learned  Judge   really  meant 

be  presumed,   that  there  \?a8  no  to  leave  to  the  jury.    (See  next 

negligence  up  to  that  time ;  which  sentence.) 
the  learned  Judge  seems  to  have  (r)  That  is,  for  (he  jury, 

implied  in  his  way  of  putting  it.  (d)  On  the  question  of  fact  just 

(6)  And  it  should  seem  from  the  adverted  to. 
context  that  it  was  only  this  which 
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client,  in  conducting  the  cause  as  he  did  ?  ITie  case  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (a)  is^  that  the  defendant  brought 
the  action  in  the  Superior  Court,  whereas  he  ought  to  have 
brought  it  in  the  Sheriffs'  Court.  The  case  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  (i)  is,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  he  was 
proceeding  in  the  Superior  Court,  and  that  he  told  his 
client  that  if  he  recovered  less  than  20/.,  he  would  be  liable 
to  pay  costs. 

That  is  the  case  (c).  If  you  are  of  opinion  {d )  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that  he  did  not 
do  his  duty,  your  verdict  will  be  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  of  the  costs.  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  informed  as  to  the  result,  and  that  there  was 
no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  that  he 
did  what  he  did  with  the  sanction  of  the  plaintiff,  then 
your  verdict  will  be  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (c). 


1863. 


(o)  On  the  disputed  matter  of 
fact  just  adverted  to ;  vide  supra, 

(b)  Od  that  disputed  question  of 
fact. 

(c)  The  case  for  the  jury, — the 
case  80  far  as  it  was  necessary  to 
state  it  to  them. 

(d)  On  the  matter  of  fact  sub- 
mitted to  them. 

(e)  The  learned  Judge  at  once 
stayed  execution,  and  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  granted  a  new  trial.  The 
venue  was  changed  to  Hertford, 
and  the  case  tried  there  at  the 
ensuing  Summer  Assizes,  before 
Bramwell,  B.,  and  a  special  jury. 
Denman  for  the  defendant.  The 
evidence  was,  in  substance,  the 
tame,  and  the  learned  Judge  di- 
rected the  jury  thus  :  "  The  charge 
IS,  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
brought  the  action  in  the  Sheriffs' 


Court ;  and  that  it  was  to  obvious 
that  he  ought  to  have  done  so,  that 
his  not  having  done  so  amounts  to 
actionable  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct. No  doubt  it  might  have 
been  brought  there.  And  if  he 
could  clearljf  see  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  more  than  20/., 
he  ought  to  have  brought  it  there. 
But  if  he  reasonably  supposed  that 
the  plaintiff  would  recover  more 
than  20/.,  then  practically,  in  the 
event  of  his  so  recovering,  he  would 
have  recovered  costs,  for,  no  doubt, 
in  that  case,  the  Judge  would  have 
certified  to  give  costs.  It  would, 
in  that  case,  be  better  for  the  plain- 
tiff that  the  action  should  be  brought 
in  the  Superior  Court,  where,  if  the 
action  was  undefended,  he  would  ob- 
tain judgment  on  the  writ,  with  costs. 
It  follows  that,  if  less  than  20/. 
was  reasonably  to  be  expected  to 
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be  recovered,  the  suit  was  not  well 
brought  in  the  Superior  Court,  un- 
less by  express  direction  ;  if  more, 
then  it  was  weil  brought  there,  even 
without  such  express  direction. 
Now,  if  Chippingdale  bad  a  good 
claim  for  the  whole  amount  as 
against  Gregory,  then  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
whole  amount  from  Gregory.  And, 
according  to  the  evidence  for  the 
defence,  such  was  the  plaintiff's 
view,  and  it  was  his  intention  to 
recover  the  whole.  Primd  facie^ 
no  doubt,  the  lawful  holder  of  a 
cheque  has  the  right  to  recover  the 
whole,  although  it  would  be  proper 
for  his  attorney  to  inquire  as  to  the 
consideration  given  for  it,  unless 
misled  by  his  representations  about 
it.  And  the  question  for  you  (sup- 
posing you  do  noi  think  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  and  sanctioned 
what  was  done)  is,  what  would  an 
attorney,  under  such  circumstances, 
reasonably  suppose  7  A  cheque  for 
45/.,  being  brought  to  him  by  the 
holder  to  recover  upon  it,  would  he 
not  reasonably  suppose  he  was  to 
recover  the  whole  and  sue  in  the 
Superior  Court?  If  you  think  that 
this  might  have  been  reasonably 
supposed,  then  there  would  be  no 
negligence  in  so  suing  in  the  Supe- 
rior Court,  even  independently  of 
any  express  direction  to  do  so.  If  on 
the  contrary,  and  it  could  not  be 
reasonably  supposed  that  the  plain- 
tiff intended  and  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  whole,  then  there  was 
negligence  in  suing  in  the  Superior 
Court.  Of  course,  if  there  was  an 
express  direction  to  sue  there,  with  a 
knowledge  of  the  consequences,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover."  Verdict 
for  the  defendant.    It  will  be  ob- 


served, that,  in  the  aboTe  directioti« 
the  learned  Judge  not  only  defined 
what  would  be  the  rath  decidendi 
as  to  negligence,  but  deduced  tbcr^• 
from  the  right  question  of  fiict  for 
the  juijr  to  determine  tbcreoo, 
which,  in  actions  for  negligence  by 
attomies,  it  bai  been  always  beM, 
the  Judge  ought  to  do.  It  tbouM 
seem,  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  granting  a  new  trial,  that 
they  were  hardly  satisfied  with  the 
previous  direction  of  Wiobtma«,J., 
in  that  respect ;  and  Williams,  J., 
said  '*  Though  where  a  case  is  bare 
of  all  circumstances,  and  there  are 
merely  instructions  given  to  an  at- 
torney to  commence  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  a  small  sun,  the 
attorney  may  be  liable  for  negG- 
gence,  if,  instead  of  commencing  a 
suit  in  the  Small  Debts  Court, 
where  it  is  a  proper  case  for  that 
Court,  be  commences  it  in  a  Supe- 
rior Court,  and  subjects  his  cfieot 
to  heavy  costs  in  the  event  of  All- 
ure ;  yet,  without  saying  that  there 
was  any  miidireciUm,  we  think  that 
the  jury  had  not  presented  to  their 
minds  the  true  question  in  iSbk 
case,  and  the  verdict  is  not  ntis- 
factory."  The  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant was  not  disturbed.  It  ti 
to  be  observed,  that  the  direction  of 
BsAMWELL,  B.,  did  not  ezpresilj 
notice,  any  more  than  that  of 
WiGBTMAN,  J.,  the  question  of 
''  any  difficult  queation  of  law  or 
fact"  which  might  afibrd  gTOODd 
for  a  certiorari  to  remove  the  obm 
from  the  County  Court,  or  for  s 
certificate  for  costs  in  the  Superior 
Court.  But  then  Bramwsll,  B., 
put  to  the  jury  the  only  questioa 
of  fact  for  Ihem  to  determine  is 
order  to  raise  that  question ;  and  it 
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is  only  questions  of  fact  vhich  a  the  Judge  to  define  and  explain  to  1863. 
Judge  need  notice  in  his  direction  the  jury  what,tix7tt^  be  negligence : 
to  a  jury ;  and,  in  the  event  of  their  and  see  the  latest  previous  case  on 
finding  for  the  plaintiff)  it  would  the  subject,— an  action  against  an 
have  been  time  enough  to  reserve  attorney  for  not  having  a  cause  re- 
leave  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  ferred  to  arbitration  as  matter  of 
for  the  defendant  on  the  point  account.  Chapman  v.  Van  Toll,  8 
suggested.  Nothing  is  more  clear  £.  &  B.  396.  See  also  Harrington 
than  that,  in  an  action  for  negli-  v.  Binnt,po»C, 
gence  against  an  attorney,  it  is  for 


Croydon,  coram  Bramwell,  B. 

OGDEN   V.  RUMMENS.  Surrey  Summer 

-  Assizes. 

Action  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  by  the  widow  of  In  an  action  by 
a  labouring  man  who  had  been  employed  on  the  Hammer-  labouring  man, 
smith  and  City  Railway,  and  lost  his  life  by  the  falling  of  ^mpioyli^w^^^^ 
a  viaduct  there,  against  the  contractor,  for  alleged  negli-  ^Y^:  ^^  ^^^ 
gence  in  its  construction.    The  declaration  stated  that  the  shore  up  an 
deceased  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  do  certain  gu^]^  ^nd  was 
work  to  the  arches  of  a  viaduct  which  the  defendant  was  J\\l®^  ^^  '^ 

falhng  upon 

building ;  and  the  defendant,  unknown  to  the  deceased,  so  him  i^heid, 

,.  ,  ,    .  ,  ,  1      I        1     M  !•  1   that  the  qucs- 

negligently  and  miproperly  conducted  the  building  and  tionwasnotas 
the  employment  in  which  he  was  engaged  that  the  arches  consfructwn  of 
gave  way,  and  fell  upon  him  and  buried  him  in  their  ruins,  the  arch,  but  as 
and  killed  him ;  and  thereby  the  plaintiff,  then  being  his  ledge  of  the 
wife,  lost  the  benefit  of  his  society  and  support  time  of  the  ^ 

The  defendant  pleaded  Not  guilty.  SK^ 

Laxton  for  the  plaintiff.  any  Sefter*"'^ 

Hawkins,  Q.C.,  and  Holl,  for  the  defendant.  ,Tg*o^°t?hT" 

On  the  6th  of  November  last,  one  of  the  centre  arches  ^^e deceased; 

'  and  if  not,  then 

of  the  Notting-hill  viaduct  was  observed  to  be  sinking,  the  jury  should 

and  men  were  employed  to  shore  up  several  of  the  arches  fendant. 

so  as  to  preserve  the  whole,  and  while  so  doing,  they  gave 
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1863.  way  and  buried  several  of  the  workmen  under  the  ruins. 
They  were  killed^  and  the  plaintiff  was  the  widow  of  one 
of  them. 

It  appeared  that  the  deceased^  who  was  a  young  man, 
receiving  five  shillings  a  day,  was  one  of  those  who  were 
engaged  in  shoring  up  the  "  bad"  arch,  as  it  was  called— 
that  is^  the  one  which  was  observed  to  be  sinking,  and 
they  had,  in  fact,  shored  up  that  arch,  and  were  under 
some  of  the  others  when  it  gave  way,  and  several  others 
also  gave  way  and  came  down  along  with  it,  burying  some 
of  the  men  beneath  the  ruins. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  as  regarded  the  alleged 
negligence,  put  on  two  grounds — that  the  concrete  oq 
which  the  foundations  were  based  was  bad,  and  that  the 
shoring  up  was  not  properly  done.  As  to  both  grounds, 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  was  contradicted 
by  the  defendant's. 

The  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  were  cross-examined,  so  as 
to  elicit  that  as  the  sinking  of  the  arch  had  been  observed 
very  early  in  the  morning,  the  workmen  must  have  been 
aware  of  the  danger  incurred  in  the  "shoring"  up, — this 
being  elicited  with  a  view  to  raise  the  defence,  that  a  con- 
tractor  or  other  employer  is  not  liable  for  accidents  occur- 
ring to  his  workmen  from  a  cause  of  which  they  are  aware, 
and  of  which  they  voluntarily  incur  the  danger.     To  soffie 
extent  it  appeared  that  the  men  were  aware  of  the  danger, 
but  it  did   not  distinctly  appear   that  the  deceased  was 
aware  of  it ;  and  one  of  the  witnesses  being  asked  whetheri 
if  he  thought  there  was  danger,  he  would  not  have  remon- 
strated about  it,  he  answered  that  he  certainly  might  have 
done  so,  but  that  the  answer  would  no  doubt  have  beeo, 
"  Well,  if  you  don't  like  to  do  the  work,  some  one  else 
will  be  glad  to  do  it :"  an  answer  which  the  learned  Judob 
observed  was  very  sensible.     At  the  close  of  the  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff, 
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Hawkins  submitted,  on  the  part  of  the  defend  ant,  that        1863 
there  was  no  case  ;  but 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  could  not  say  that,  and 
thought  this  was  a  case  for  the  jury.  The  point,  as  he 
took  it,  was  rather  as  to  the  knowing  of  the  danger  at  the 
*time  of  the  shoring  up,  than  as  to  the  fault  of  the  original 
construction  of  the  foundations.  Because  the  law,  as  he 
took  it,  would  be,  that  if  the  contractor,  whether  or  not 
he  had  anything  to  do  with  the  foundations,  knew  of  the 
danger,  and  knowing  it,  put  a  man  who  did  not  know  of 
it  upon  the  work  of  shoring  up,  the  contractor  would  be 
responsible.  But  that,  if  he  did  not  know  of  the  danger 
(or  if  the  man  did  know  of  it),  then  he  would  not  be 
liable.  That  being  so,  of  course  the  question  would  rather 
be  as  to  knowledge  of  the  danger  than  as  to  responsibility 
for  it.  Thus,  to  test  the  principle,  supposing  another  con- 
tractor, a  stranger,  had  taken  up  the  work  knowing  of  the 
danger  from  the  state  of  the  foundation,  though  in  no  way 
responsible  for  it,  and  had  set  a  man  to  work  under  the 
arches  who  did  not  know  of  the  danger,  he  probably  would 
be  liable ;  so  that  it  seemed  clear  that  the  defendant  would 
be  neither  more  nor  less  liable  on  account  of  any  respon- 
sibility for  the  original  construction  of  the  foundations 
than  any  one  else  would  be,  knowing  of  the  danger. 

Hawkins  then  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defence,  stating 
that  he  should  prove  that  his  client,  the  defendant,  knew 
nothing  of  any  danger,  and  could  not  have  reasonably 
known  of  it,  because  it  was  a  secret  and  latent  danger, 
arising  out  of  the  peculiar  condition  of  the  soil,  owing  to 
an  ancient  ditch  which  had  been  at  that  spot,  and,  further, 
that  the  shoring  had  been  done  in  the  best  possible  way, 
and  that,  as  the  danger  was  pressing,  it  was  necessary  to 
do  it  in  the  quickest  way,  which  was  the  mode  adopted. 
He  should  prove,  moreover,  that  the  men  were  well  aware 
of  the  danger. 
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did  not  know  that  it  had  been  used,  he  said  he  could  not      ^  1863. 
say  that  such  a  person  would  not  know  the  danger  better. 

The  person  employed  by  the  company  to  inspect  the  de- 
fendant's work  gave  similar  evidence,  and  stated  that  he 
saw  the  concrete  and  it  was  quite  proper,  and  the  arches 
were  properly  built.  There  were  no  previous  indications 
of  weakness  in  the  soil  there.  It  was  his  particular  duty 
to  inspect  the  foundations,  and  there  was  nothing  to  indi- 
cate danger  before  the  arch  actually  sunk.  The  shoring, 
in  his  judgment,  was  properly  done. 

The  foreman  who  ordered  and  directed  the  shoring  was 
called  to  show  that  it  was  properly  done,  and  that  there 
was  no  compulsion  on  the  men  engaged  in  it. 

The  defendant  was  then  called,  and  denied  all  know- 
ledge of  the  danger,  except  what  was  derived  from  the 
evident  sinking  of  the  arch ;  and  stated  that  the  shoring 
was  done  as  well  as  it  could  be  done,  as  it  was  on  an  emer- 
gency ;  and  he  further  stated  that  at  the  time  the  arches 
fell  he  thought  the  danger  had  been  surmounted  by  the 
shoring  up  of  the  bad  arch  which  had  sunk,  and  it  was 
after  that  was  shored  up  that  they  fell. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
said,  as  regarded  the  main  question  of  liability,  it  was  for 
them.  On  the  question  of  negligence,  however,  he  had 
already  said,  he  thought  the  question  was  not  as  to  the 
original  construction  of  the  arches,  but  as  to  the  danger 
at  the  time  the  arches  fell  down ;  and  as  to  that,  the  law 
was,  as  he  had  already  laid  it  down,  in  conformity,  as  it 
seemed  to  him,  with  justice  and  good  sense.  If  a  master 
knew  of  a  danger  which  his  servant  did  not,  and  set  him 
to  it,  why  he  would  be  liable ;  but,  otherwise,  if  he  did 
not  know  of  it,  or  if  his  servant  did,  if  a  man  chose  to 
run  a  risk  it  was  his  own  look  out.  One  of  the  witnesses 
had  given,  no  doubt,  a  very  sensible  answer — that  if  he 
had  complained  of  the  danger  of  the  work  he  would  have 
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1863.  been  told  that  some  one  else  would  do  it;  but  that  showed 
that  he  had  an  option  to  do  it  or  not  to  do  it,  and^  sup- 
posing he  knew  of  the  danger,  he  surely  could  complain  to 
his  employer  and  avoid  it  (a).  Now,  as  to  knowledge  of 
the  danger.  The  evidence  on  both  sides  seemed  to  be,  that, 
whatever  its  cause,  it  was  known,  and  known  only  by  the 
sinking  of  the  arch,  which,  of  course,  could  be  observed 
as  well  by  the  men  as  by  their  employers.  The  sudden- 
ness of  the  catastrophe  was  remarkable,  and  doubtless 
took  every  one  by  surprise ;  but  no  one  seemed  to  have 
been  aware  of  the^ecret  and  latent  cause  of  it,  or  of  the 
nature  of  the  soil  under  the  bad  arch.  If  the  jury  thought 
that  the  employer  had  no  knowledge  and  no  reasonable 
means  of  knowledge  of  the  danger  at  the  time  the  arch 
fell,  or  that  the  deceased  had  the  same  knowledge  or  means 
of  knowledge,  then  they  should  find  for  the  defendant ;  but, 
in  the  opposite  view  of  the  case,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  (i). 

(a)  Vide  Griizle  v.  Frost,  anie,         (Jb)  Which  was  not  distuxhed. 
p.  622. 
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Croydon^  coram  Bramwell^  B.  1%^^. 

MEL  I A  V.  NEATE  and  others.  Surrey  Summer 

Assizes. 

-olN  action  aeainst  a  builder  and  his  attorney  for  mali-  ^^  ?"  *<^^o" 
J=*  •'  ^        against  a 

ciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  having  builder,  hii 
arrested  and  held  to  bail  the  plaintiff'.  bi8°a«orney's 

Shee,  Serjt ,  and  Sir  G.  Honyman  for  the  plaintiff.  ciousiy  and 

without  reason* 
Hawkins  and  C.  Pollock  for  the  defendants.  able  or  proba- 

The    action    was    against    three    persons  —  Fish,    the  currngan'order 

builder,  Neate,  his  attorney,  and  one  Crump,  his  clerk — and  ^?^  *^®  ®"^f*?  "^ 

'  '  ■"  '  '  the  nowplaiii- 

it  was  in   the   usual   form,  stating   that  the   defendants  tiff  in  an  action 
maliciously  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause  pro-  peared  that  the 
cured  an  order  of  a  Judge  for  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  for  JR^JJ^an  ba- 
an  alleged  debt.  t^oJic  priest, 

°  ^^     1     1.  .  T     !•        had  entered 

The  plaintin  was  a  Roman  Catholic  pnest,  an  Italian  into  a  contract 
by  birth^  but  naturalized  as  a  British  subject,  and  who  had  builder  for  the 
been  some  fourteen  or  fifteen  years  resident  and  engaged  ^J.^^p*?'^^* 
in  clerical  duties  in  London.     Last  year  a  subscription  was  contract  con- 
raised  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  new  church  in  Hatton  usual  condition 
Garden  for  the  Italian  Roman  Catholics  in  London,  and  a  orSy  on"archi- 

contract  was  entered  into   for  its   erection   between  the  ^^^^'^  certifi- 
cates :  and  all 
plaintiff  and  Fish,  a  builder,  one  of  the  defendants.     The  the  money  ori- 

contract  was  to  build  the  main  portion  of  the  church  for  Spwi  it  having 

3,700/.,  with  the  usual  provision  for  payments  on  certifi-  a^fu^tl^je^/cia^m 

cates  by  the  architect,  and  against  any  payments  for  extras,  made  by  the 
,  .'  ,.  ,  .,    ,     ,      '  builder  for  ex- 

except  on  such  certificate;  apd  it  was  also  provided  that,  tras,  which  the 

architect  had 
refused  to  allow, 
thereupon  the  builder  consulted  his  attorney,  the  co-defendant,  who  sent  his  clerk,  the 
other  co-defendant,  to  serve  the  now  plaintiff,  and  see  what  he  would  say;  and  on  the  clerk's 
statement  as  to  what  he  said,  the  attorney  (viz.,  that  the  plaintiff  had  said  he  was  going 
abroad  at  some  time,  the  precise  words  being  in  dispute)  caused  his  clerk  to  make  an  affi- 
davit thereof,  and  his  client  to  make  an  affidavit  of  debt,  and  of  belief  that  the  plaintiff  was 
going  abroad  ;  upon  which  a  Judge  made  the  order  ;  the  affidavit  not  making  mention  of  the 
contract,  and  its  condition,  or  of  the  architect's  refusal  to  certify,  or  of  the  plaintiff's 
permanent  office: — Held,  1.  That  there  was  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  the  proceed- 
ing, as  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  was  going  abroad  for  any  lengthened 
time,  or  to  avoid  the  action.  2.  That  if  the  proceeding  was  for  any  improper  purpose,  ns 
to  coerce  the  plaintiff  into  more  speedy  payment,  it  would  be  malicious.  3.  That  in  such 
case  the  attorney  would  be  liable  ;  but,  4.  That  its  merely  being  an  improper  proceeding, 
and  without  reasonable  cause,  was  not  per  se  evidence  of  malice,  assuming  bona  fides, 

VOL.  111.  3    F  P.P. 
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1863.  should  any  dispute  arise,  it  should  be  referred  to  arbitra- 
tion. The  church  was  built,  and  extras  were  alleged  to 
have  been  incurred  to  a  very  considerable  amount  beyond 
the  contract,  and  to  a  great  extent  these  extras  were  al- 
lowed by  the  architect ;  and  6,638/.  was  paid  to  the  builder 
by  Dr.  Melia  upon  such  certificates.  Then  ensued  certain 
applications  to  the  plaintiff,  in  May  last,  by  the  defendant 
Fish  for  further  payments ;  in  answer  to  which  the  plaintiff 
wrote  that  he  must  refer  the  matter  to  the  architect  A 
day  or  two  before  the  14tlr  of  May  the  last  letter  of  the 
defendant  Fish  had  been  sent  by  Dr.  Melia  to  the  archi- 
tect, and  the  latter,  on  the  13th,  wrote  to  the  defendant 
Fish,  to  the  effect  that  in  his  (the  architect's)  opinion,  not 
only  was  nothing  due  to  the  builder,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
he  had  been  overpaid.  Next  day  a  writ  was  issued 
by  Mr.  Neate,  as  attorney  for  Fish,  against  Dr.  Melia,  for 
2,800/.,  and  oh  the  18th  the  writ  was  served  by  Crump, 
the  third  co-defendant,  who  was  clerk  to  Neate,  and  it  ap- 
peared had  been  told  by  him  that  Fish  had  said  the  doctor 
was  likely  to  go  abroad,  and  had  been  directed,  therefore, 
to  make  inquiry  on  the  subject,  and  to  be  particularly 
careful  in  noting  the  doctor's  answers.  Accordingly 
Crump,  when  he  served  the  writ,  made  the  inquiiy,  and 
noted  the  answers,  according  to  his  notion  of  them,  and 
forthwith  a  joint  affidavit  was  made  by  Fish  and  Crump, 
as  clerk  to  Neate,  in  support  of  an  application  to  a  learned 
Judge  at  Chambers  for  an  order  to  arrest  Dr.  Melia,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  about  to  leave  England.  In  this  affi- 
davit the  defendant  Fish  stated  that  Dr.  Melia  was  ''justly 
and  truly  indebted  to  him"  (a)  in  the  sum  of  2,800/.,  and 
that  he  believed,  from  information  derived  from  Crump, 
that  he  was  about  to  leave  England ;  and  Crump  swore 
that,  in  a  conversation  he  had  with  Dr.  Melia  a  few  days 
before,  the  doctor  said  he  intended  to  go  abroad,  but  not 

(a)  As  he  could  not  be  before      9  Bing.  672. 
tbe  certificate;  Morgan  y,  BirniCf 
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to-day  or  to-morrow,  and  that,  being  asked  when  he  should 
go,  the  doctor  answered  that  he  could  not  say.  Upon 
these  affidavits  (which  did  not  bring  before  the  learned 
Judge  the  contract  and  its  condition,  nor  the  previous  cor- 
respondence between  the  parties)  the  learned  Judge  (Mr. 
Justice  Blackburn)  made  the  order  for  the  arrest  of  the 
plaintifTy  Dr.  Melia,  upon  which  a  capias  at  once  issued, 
and  on  the  same  day,  the  18th  of  May,  he  was  arrested 
and  taken  to  the  sheriffs'-officer's  house,  where  he  was 
locked  up,  and  not  released  until  he  had  found  bail. 
Thereupon  an  application  was  made  to  another  learned 
Judge  at  Chambers  (Mr.  Baron  Martin),  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  Dr.  Melia,  to  set  aside  the  order  for  his  arrest, 
and  to  have  the  bail  bond  cancelled  (a).  On  that  appli- 
cation Dr.  Melia  made  an  affidavit  that  he  was  almoner  to 
some  Italian  association,  and  preacher  at  the  new  Italian 
Church,  and  also  engaged  at  some  chapel  at  Brentwood 
on  Sundays,  and  that  he  could  not  have  gone  abroad  with- 
out making  previous  arrangements,  and  especially  not  be- 
fore the  business  of  the  new  church  building  was  settled, 
and  that  he  told  Crump  this,  and  also  distinctly  told  him 
that  he  had  no  present  intention  to  go  abroad,  and  had 
never  told  him  he  had  such  intention,  and  the  doctor 
added  a  distinct  statement  that  he  was  not  about,  and  had 
no  intention,  to  go  abroad  at  that  time;  and  he  also  swore 
that  be  did  not  owe  any  money  to  the  defendant.  In 
answer  to  this.  Crump  made  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that 
Dr.  Melia  had  said  he  was  going  abroad.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  set  aside  the  order,  and  ordered  the  bail 
bond  to  be  cancelled.  The  original  action,  however,  had 
gone  on,  and  had  been  referred  to  arbitration,  according  to 
a  provision  in  the  contract  to  that  effect  in  the  event  of 
any  dispute,  and  the  arbitration  was  still  pending;  but  it 
appeared  that  a  considerable  further  sum  was  likely  to  be 
awarded  to  the  builder. 

[(«)   Vide  PegUr  v.  Hulop,  1  Exch.  Rep.  4.37. 
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Sliee^  Serjt.y  in  opening  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  said 
that  he  should  submit  that  there  was  no  reasonable  or  pro- 
bable cause  either  for  the  affidavit  of  the  alleged  debt  or 
of  the  intention  to  leave  England.  As  to  the  first,  the 
defendant,  the  builder,  must  have  known  that,  by  the  con- 
dition in  the  contract,  nothing  could  be  due  and  owing 
from  the  doctor  until  the  architect  had  certified  some 
further  amount(r7),  and  the  previous  correspondence  showed 
that  the  builder  was  quite  aware  of  it,  and  therefore  he  bad 
complained  of  the  architect.  And  as  to  the  alleged  inten- 
tion to  leave  England,  there  was  nothing  but  the  statement 
of  Crump,  the  attorney's  clerk,  which,  as  it  turned  out, 
was  without  any  foundation  in  fact.  The  entire  absence 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  malice;  but  here  there  was  the  further  evidence  of  the 
previous  correspondence  and  the  suppression  of  it,  and  of 
the  condition  in  the  contract,  in  the  affidavits  on  which  the 
order  was  made ;  and  further,  there  was  the  fact  that  the 
attorney's  clerk  who  served  the  writ  had  been  sent  with 
the  evident  intention  of  extracting  from  Dr.  Melia  som^ 
thing  which  should  give  a  colour  to  the  affidavit  of  the  in- 
tention to  go  abroad. 

The  plaintiff,  Dr.  Melia,  was  called,  and  examined  as  a 
witness,  and  gave  evidence  in  accordance  with  his  affidavit. 
The  attorney's  clerk,  Crump,  when  he  served  the  writ  of 
summons  on  him,  asked  him  if  he  meant  to  go  abroad,  and 
he  said  he  was  not  going,  and  a  Mr.  Knight  was  present  and 
heard  it.  He  stated  that  he  had  for  the  last  fourteen  years 
resided  in  England,  and  had  only  been  abroad  three  or 
four  times  during  that  time,  for  a  few  weeks  at  a  time; 
and  he  swore  he  had  no  intention  to  leave  England  at  the 
time  in  question  :  though  he  admitted  that  he  had  said  be 
''  was  anxious  to  get  about/'  as  he  wanted  rest. 


(tt)  Morgan  v.  Bimie,  10  Bing. 
672;  MUner  v.  Field,  5  Exch. 
829.     Tlie  defendants,  especially 


the  attorney,  could  hardly  say  they 
did  not  know  this  to  be  Uie  Ia«r. 
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Mr.  Bryson,  the  architect,  was  called  to  prove  that  he 
had  gone  carefully  over  the  accounts,  and  had  written  to 
the  defendant  Fish,  the  builder,  before  he  issued  the  writ, 
that  so  far  from  anything  being  due  to  him  from  Dr.  Melia, 
be  had  been  overpaid  about  20/. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff, 

Hawkins,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  submitted  that 
there  was  no  case,  either  as  against  Fish  or  Neate.  As 
to  Neate,  the  attorney,  he  had  done  nothing  in  the  matter 
at  all. 

Bramwbll,  B.— There  is  evidence  that  he  was  one 
of  the  promoters  of  the  act. 

Hawkins.--B\xt  no  evidence  that  on  his  part  it  was  ma- 
licious or  without  reasonable  cause. 

The  learned  Judge  said,  if  a  man  went  to  his  attorney 
and  suggested  that  if  his  alleged  debtor  were  held  to  bail, 
very  likely  he  would  pay  a  large  sum  to  settle  the  action, 
and  that  it  would  be  well  to  try  to  get  up  some  sort  of 
case  as  to  his  being  about  to  leave  England,  and  the  at- 
torney should  lend  himself  to  that  suggestion  and  put 
matters  in  motion  to  carry  it  out,  and  suppress  the  other 
matters  in  the  case(a),— that  would  be  evidence,  surely, 
to  render  him  liable. 

Hawkins  admitted  that  it  would  be  so  in  such  a  case, 
but  he  submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  that  in 
this  case. 

The  learned  Judge  said  he  thought  that  if  there  was 
evidence  against  Fish,  the  builder,  there  was  evidence  also 
against  Neate,  the  attorney,  for  there  was  evidence  that  he 
bad  instructed  his  clerk.  Crump,  to  try  and  get  evidence  in 
support  of  the  application  for  the  order  for  arrest,  and  then 
there  was  the  affidavit  of  his  c!erk  (of  which  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  cognizant),  in  which  the  other  matters 
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(u)  But  tuppremo  teri  was  not  put  to  the  jury* 
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were  suppressed,  of  which  the  attorney  surely  must  ha?e 
had  a  knowledge. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  submitted  further,  that  there  was  this  evi- 
dence against  Neate,  the  attorney, — that  he  sent  his  clerk. 
Crump,  with  instructions,  in  effect,  to  try  to  get  evidence 
of  the  alleged  intention  to  leave  England,  and  had  issued 
the  writ  the  very  day  after  the  architect  had  declined  to 
certify  for  any  more  money,  and  had  done  so  without  any 
previous  application  by  either;  thus  the  whole  affair  show- 
ing a  preconceived  design  to  effectuate  the  arrest. 

Hawkins  still  submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
malice,  or  of  want  of  reasonable  causes,  as  against  either 
of  the  defendants — at  all  events.  Fish  and  Neate. 

The  learned  Judge,  however,  said  he  thought  there  was 
evidence  of  a  want  of  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and 
that  there  was  also  evidence  of  malice  (a).  The  meaning 
of  the  act  for  arrest  of  debtors  was,  that  the  debtor  might 
be  arrested  if  about  to  quit  England  permanently,  or  for 
such  a  length  of  time  as  that  he  would  not  be  likely  to  be 
in  this  country  to  answer  his  liability.  That  being  so,  if 
these  defendants  knew  that  Dr.  Melia,  being  a  naturalized 
British  subject,  had  a  fixed  habitation  and  occupation 
here,  which  made  his  leaving  England  a  very  different 
thing  from  what  it  would  be  in  the  case  of  a  wandering 
foreigner  and  merely  temporary,  and  they  did  not  truly 
represent  the  case  to  the  learned  Judge,  but  merely  repre- 
sented to  him  that  the  doctor  had  said  he  was  about  to 
go  abroad  (even  assuming  that  he  said  so,  which  was 
utterly  denied),  and  they  did  not  add  the  rest  of  the  truth, 


(a)  Vide  MacfarUme  v.  EUU,  I  iefendapt  had  not  told  the  wkoU 
Fo6t.  &  Finl.  281,  where  Lord 
Campbell,  C.  J.,  held  it  evidence 
of  malice  that  there  was  no  reason- 
able cause  for  making  the  affidavit, 
and  that  it  was  false;  and  that  the 


truth  to  hit  attorney.  The 
intufficiency  of  the  affidavit  is  not 
enough ;  Nemlt  v.  Loadman^  2  F. 
&  F.  313. 
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that,  from  the  nature  of  his  avocationsi  his  absence  would 
most  likely  be  merely  teroporary,  then  there  would  be  an 
absence  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  even  assuming 
that  he  had  really  said  he  was  about  to  go  abroad ;  then,  if 
there  was  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  that  absence  of 
reasonable  cause  may  be  of  such  a  nature  as  itself  to  be 
evidence  that  the  proceeding  was  taken  for  an  indirect 
object,  which  in  law  would  be  malicious. 

Hawkins  then  addressed  the  jury  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  said  that  he  should  prove  that  the  builder,  Mr. 
Fish,  had  done  work  really  to  the  amount  of  8,000/.  (a), 
and  had  reason  really  to  beliqve  that  the  doctor  was  in- 
debted to  him  in  the  alleged  amount  (ft)  over  what  had 
been  paid.  There  was  nothing  wrong  in  the  direction 
given  to  Crump,  and  he  would  adhere  to  the  truth  of  his 
affidavit  as  to  the  effect  of  the  conversation.  The  affidavit 
of  debt  disclosed  that  it  was  for  the  balance  of  an  account 
for  the  building  of  a  new  church  in  London,  and  that  the 
doctor  was  resident  here. 

Bramwbll,  B. — But  not  that  he  had  resided  here 
fourteen  years,  and  was  minister  of  the  church. 

Hawkins  said,  still  the  fact  that  the  church  had  been 
built  for  him  would  have  been  sufficient  to  convey  to  the 
mind  of  the  learned  Judge  the  idea  of  stability  and  per- 
manent residence  in  this  country ;  he  went  on  to  urge  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  malice. 

The  learned  Judob  observed  that  ''malice"  in  law 
meant  not  merely  personal  ill-will,  but  any  undue  or  in- 
direct object  (c) — that  is,  any  intention  to  gain  an  undue 


1863. 


(a)  Quare,  whether  this  was  even 
admissible,  still  less  material ;  vide 
ante;  for  all  the  defendants  must 
have  known  that,  whatever  the 
amount  of  the  work,  there  was  no 
debt  until  the  architect  certified. 

(b)  Quaere,  could   he  have  rea- 


sonably believed  that  there  was  any 
legal  debt  before  certificate?  vide 
tupra, 

(r)  That  this^  so  far,  was  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  authorities,  will 
be  seen  from  the  following  case: — 
**  Where  the  jury  are  satisfied  that 
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advantage ;  and  therefore,  if  the  object  of  the  proceeding 
here  was  to  threaten  and  intimidate  the  plaintifTy  and  thus 
drive  him  to  pay  the  money  claimed  from  him,  and  not 
really  from  an  apprehension  that  he  would  be  away  from 
tlie  country  so  as  not  to  be  answerable  in  the  action,  that 
would  be  an  indirect  motive  and  an  endeavour  to  obtain 
an  undue  advantage,  which  would  in  law  be  malice,  even 
without  any  personal  spite  or  ill-will. 

Hatckins  went  on  to  argue  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  this.  He  urged  that  Crump  might  very  naturally  have 
misunderstood,  even  if  he  were  not  correct  in  his  repre- 
sentation of  the  conversation,  and  that  the  defendants 
might  reasonably  apprehend  that  the  doctor  might  go 
abroad  to  avoid  so  considerable  -a  claim. 

Mr.  Fish,  the  co-defendant,  the  builder,  was  then  called, 
and  examined  as  a  witness,  and  stated  that  he  had  done  a 
great  deal  of  other  work  for  Dr.  Melia  beyond  and  beside 
the  contract  first  entered  into  ;  and,  according  to  his  ac- 
counts, the  sum  claimed,  2,800/.,  was,  he  believed,  due  (a). 
On  the  8th  of  May  he  called  upon  and  saw  the  doctor  at 
his  residence,  and  he  stated  he  had  received  the  account 
and  sent  it  to  his  architect.  On  the  11th  of  May  the  wit- 
ness said  he  wrote  the  doctor  a  letter,  and  sent  it,  and  saw 
him  on  the  13th,  when  he  alluded  to  it,  and  again  said  be 
had  sent  the  accounts  to  his  architect.  The  witness  ad- 
mitted the  letter  of  Mr.  Bryson,  the  architect,  stating  that 
he  had  been  overpaid  20/.,  and  upon  that  he  consulted 
Mr.  Neate,  his  attorney.  Previous  to  this  the  witness  said 
he  had  pressed  the  doctor  to  settle  the  accounts,  and  the 
doctor  had  said  the  matter  rested  with  the  architect,  and  the 
witness  replied  that  it  was  of  no  use  pressing  the  architect, 
no  debt  was  due,  and  that  the  at-      arrest  was  maintainable  against  the 


torney  arresting  the  plaintiff  had 
the  means  of  knowing  that  the  debt 
was  not  due,  but  put  the  law  in 
force  from  some  improper  motive ; 
held,  that  the  action  for  a  malicious 


attorney ;  and  any  improper  or  si- 
nister motive  would   be  luffident 
evidence  of  malice;"   Siockley  v. 
Hornidge,  8  C.  &  P.  (N.  P.)  11. 
(a)  Qustre  aa  to  this,  mde  tuff. 
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as  he  would  give  no  certificate,  and  then  the  doctor  said,        1863. 
"  I  am  anxious  to  go  abroad  myself,  as  I  am  not  well  (a).      VT"^^ 

AMELIA 

These  affairs  bother  roe,  and   I  will  therefore  press  the  v. 

architect  to  attend  to  the  matter."     Asked  what  was  his    and  Others, 
belief  as  to  the  doctor's  intention,  the  witness  said  his  im* 
pression  was  that  he  was  about  to  go  abroad. 

The  learned  Judge  pointed  out  to  the  witness  that  the 
question  was  as  to  his  belief. 

The  witness  thereupon  said  that  it  was  his  belief.  He 
went  on  to  state  that  he  had  communicated  it  to  Mr. 
Neate,  his  attorney. 

Cross-examined,  the  witness  said  he  knew  that  the 
doctor  was  associated  with  several  respectable  persons 
in  the  building  of  the  church,  which  had  been  opened 
for  service.  Asked  whether  he  had  meant,  when  he  swore 
he  believed  the  doctor  was  going  abroad,  that  he  believed 
he  was  going  to  stay  abroad  ?  — he  said  he  beheved  he  was 
going  abroad ;  he  did  not  know  for  what  time. 

Shee,  Serjt. — Did  you  believe  that  he  meant  to  stay 
abroad  ? 

Witness. — I  was  fearful  that  he  did. 

Shee,  Serjt — Did  you  believe  that  he  was  going  abroad 
to  defeat  your  claim  ? 

Witness. — No,  I  don't  say  that;  but  I  feared  that  I 
should  not  receive  my  money  for  a  considerable  time. 

Shee,  Serjt. — Did  you  not  believe  that  he  was  not  going 
abroad  to  stay  when  he  said  he  was  unwell,  and  wanted  to 
get  away  ? 

Witness. — I  did  not  think  about  it  (b). 

The  learned  Judge. — Did  you  understand  he  was  going 
away  before  he  paid  you  ? 
Witness. — Yes. 

(a)  The  affidavit  did  not  go  upon  (h)  That  is,  he  was,  as  the  jury 

thtt  at  all,  but  on  Crump's  statement.      said,  "  heedless." 


VT  ao        UC^V/Ub 


bended  ? 

Witness. — I  did  believe  it  (a). 

A  surveyor  was  called  to  provt 
the  work  *'  by  measure  and  value 
sum  due  to  the  defendant,  the  bu 
the  surveyor,  gave  similar  eviden 
both  witnesses  had  taken  the  value 
and  had  made  no  deductions  for  c 
contract,  for  penalties  for  delay,  & 

Crump,  the  clerk,  was  called,  at 
of  the  conversation  with  the  do 
angry  when  served  with  the  writj 
and  that  he  had  referred  the  mat 
that  he  himself  had  nothing  to  dc 

Mr.  Neate,  the  defendant  (the 
had  seen  the  doctor  to  ask  for  hi 
doctor  had  said  he  had  referred  th 
The  witness  said  that  he  was  con 
proceeding)  and  had  been  told  by 
to  the  doctor's  intentions,  and  he 
clerk,  instructions  thereupon  to 
the  doctor's  answers ;  and  when  i 
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for  the  order  for  arrest,  and  next  morning  he  received  the 
affidavit,  endorsed  by  the  Judge,  *'  Order  made/'  and  tlie 
amount.  There  was  no  persuasion  or  argument  used,  and, 
in  fact,  the  Judge  was  not  seen. 

Hawkins. — Had  you  any  other  object  than  getting  for 
your  client  the  security  you  believed  he  was  entitled  to? 
Witness. — None  whatever  (a). 

Bramwell,  B. — You  thought  it  a  bond  fide  measure  of 
precaution  for  the  benefit  of  your  client  ? 

Witness. — Yes,  I  did. 

The  witness  stated  he  had  taken  measures  to  arrest  Dr. 
Melia  because  he  believed  he  was  going  abroad.  He  ad- 
mitted he  had  not  made  any  inquiry  into  his  position  in 
this  country — not  special  inquiries.  He  had  only  a  general 
knowledge  of  it,  derived  from  his  client  The  witness 
went  on  to  admit,  in  answer  to  various  questions,  that  he 
knew  the  doctor  was  one  of  several  trustees  of  the  church, 
which  was  built  upon  a  considerable  piece  of  land,  and  at 
a  very  considerable  expense. 

This  closed  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  learned  Judge  observed  that  he  was  disposed  to 
think  that  Crump,  the  clerk,  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  at 
all  events,  unless  he  had  made  an  affidavit  wilfully  false; 
and  even  if  so  the  action  was  not,  and  could  not  be  for 
that,  but  for  causing  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested ;  and  had 
he  caused  it  merely  by  making  the  affidavit? 

Shee,  Serjt.,  pointed  out  that  the  clerk  had  gone  with 
the  intention  of  getting  evidence  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation for  the  order  for  arrest,  and  had  been  an  actor  in  the 
matter. 


1863. 


(a)  Very  likely  not :  but  then  if 
lie  acted  without  taking  the  least 
thought  as  to  whether  the  case  was 
one  in  which  a  capias  would  lie,  or 
a  debt  could  safely  be  sworn  to 
(Gibbons  y,  AlUon,  3  C.  B.  185)  : 


semble,  it  was  in  a  legal  sense  ma- 
licious. That  the  question  was  ad- 
missibUt  vide  Hardwick  v.  Cole- 
martj  1  F.  &  F.  531 ;  but  the  answer 
docs  not  come  to  much. 
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SheCf  Serjt.y  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  said  he 
conceived  the  question  for  the  jury  would  be  whether  the 
parties^  at  the  time  they  took  these  proceedings,  really  be- 
lieved that  Dr.  Melia  was  about  to  leave  England — not 
for  a  mere  trip,  for  the  sake  of  his  health — not  for  a  mere 
temporary  absence,  but  for  a  permanence,  and  so  as  not  to 
be  answerable  to  the  action,  but  to  avoid  payment  of  any 
alleged  debt.  For  the  jury  must  be  aware  that  the  action 
could  go  on  very  well  in  his  absence,  and  provided  the 
absence  .wa^  not  of  long  continuance  it  would  be  of  do 
consequence.  He  contended  distinctly  that,  on  the  evi- 
dence it  was  manifest  that  the  parties  could  not  have  so 
believed,  and  he  also  urged  that  they  could  not  have  be- 
lieved that  the  doctor  was  really  indebted  at  all,  as  the 
contract  required  the  certificate  of  the  architect,  and  there 
were,  moreover,  provisions  for  deductions  on  various  ac- 
counts as  penalties  for  delay.  Until  the  certificate,  there- 
fore, of  the  architect  for  a  further  amount,  no  debt  coold 
possibly  be  due,  and  the  builder  and  his  attorney  must 
have  known  it,  and  yet  they  had  taken  care  to  conceal  it 
all  from  the  learned  Judge,  and  had  avoided  going  before 
him,  lest  he  should  ask  any  questions  upon  the  matter. 

The  learned  Judge  then  summed  up  the  case  to  the 
jury.  The  word  ''maliciously^'  he  explained  was  used  in 
law  not  merely  in  the  ordinary  signification,  but  as  indica- 
ting the  doing  indirectly  what  could  not  be  done  directly 
and  lawfully.  In  order  to  sustain  the  action,  it  was  neces- 
sary that  the  defendants  should  have  caused  the  arrest 
maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 
The  latter,  he  said,  was  a  question  for  himself,  as  the 
Judge,  because  it  was  a  question  of  law.  But  the  ques- 
tion of  mahqe  was  for  the  jury,  as  it  was  one  purely  of 
fact  (a).  In  his  judgment  there  was  not  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  in  this  case  on  the  facts  as  they  appeared. 


(a)  Depending,  however,  on  the  legal  definition  of  it. 
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and  therefore  the  case  would  turn  upon  their  opinion  as  to 
tlie  question  of  malice.  There  was^  by  the  law,  a  right  to 
have  a  debtor  arrested  and  held  to  bail,  when  there  was 
reason  to  suppose  that  he  would  not  be  forthcoming  at  the 
time  when  he  would  be  required  to  answer;  and  here 
reasonable  people  would  have  believed  (even  assuming  the 
truth  of  the  defendant's  version  of  the  conversation)  that 
Dr.  Melia  was  only  going  for  a  holiday.  He  was  natural- 
ized as  a  British  subject,  and  had  a  church  and  congrega- 
tion here.  It  did  not  follow  that  the  proceeding  would  be 
malicious,  and  the  question  would  be  whether  it  had  been 
done  honestly  or  extortively  ?  Had  the  pIuintifT  made  out 
that  it  was  done  dishonestly  ?  It  would  be,  no  doubt,  a 
strong  thing  to  disbelieve  the  defendants  on  their  oaths, 
and  it  was  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  plaintiflf  certainly 
was  a  foreigner,  and  had  his  spiritual  superiors  abroad, 
and  if  he  were  going  to  be  away  for  a  considerable  time — 
say  six  months — the  procedure  would  hardly  be  malicious. 
It  was  suggested  that  the  object  was  to  intimidate  the 
plaintifT,  and  no  doubt  an  arrest  was  likely  to  have  a  great 
effect  on  persons  of  a  timid  mind.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  position  to  enable  him 
to  obtain  speedy  bail.  It  was  possible  that  the  proceedings 
might  have  been  taken  out  of  a  feeling  of  anger  or  annoy- 
ance on  the  part  of  the  builder,  or  that  it  was  done  to 
intimidate;  and  if  so,  or  if  it  was  so  unreasonable  that  it 
could  not  have  been  bona  Jide,  then  it  was  done  mali- 
ciously (a). 


1863. 

Melia 

V 

Neate 
and  Others. 


(a)  Tliis  definition,  especially 
coupled  with  what  follows,  excluded 
the  elements  of  falsehood,  or  sup- 
pression of  the  truth,  as  evidence 
of  malice,  and  excluded  reckleanesM 
as  CTidence  of  it,  yet  it  is  conceived 
that  the  authorities  show  that  each 
of  these  would  be  in  itself  an  evi- 
dence of  malice.     In  cases  of  slan- 


der, when  express  malice  becomes 
material,  rerAr/ess  untruth  is  in  itself 
always  deemed  evidence  of  it.  And 
in  an  action  like  the  present,  where^ 
as  here,  the  facts  had  not  been  fully 
stated  to  the  Judge,  Maule,  J., 
observed — **  It  is  rather  difficult  to 
say  that  a  man  who  causes  another 
to  be  imprisoned,   well    knowing 
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tiff  to  a  verdict  unless  the  jury  were  of  opinion  that  it  was      ^  1863 
not  done  bond  fide,  but  for  a  bad  purpose,  as  to  coerce,  or 
to  extorty  or  to  intimidate  (a). 

The  jury  asked  if  it  would  suffice  if  the  object  had  been 
to  obtain  more  immediate  payment? 

Bramwbll^  B.  —  Yes,  that  would,  in  my  opinion, 
suffice.  The  only  legal  right  a  person  has  to  arrest  his 
debtor  is  to  secure  his  presence  when  the  time  shall  arrive 
for  payment  of  the  debt.  And  if  the  debtor  is  arrested 
not  with  that  view,  or  with  the  belief  that  he  will  not  be 
here,  but  to  coerce  him  into  paying  what  is  not  due,  or  to 
pay  earlier  than  he  otherwise  would,  thai  would  be  a  ma- 
licious proceeding. 

The  jury  could  not  agree,  and  retired  to  consider  their 
verdict.  They  were  absent  for  some  two  hours  or  so,  and 
then  sent  word  to  the  learned  Judge  that  they  were  ten  to 
two,  and  that  they  were  not  at  all  likely  to  agree. 

The  learned  Judge  again  directed  them  to  retire ;  and, 
in  the  result,  they  returned  with  a  finding  that  the  pro- 
ceeding was  not  malicious  (b). 

The  learned  Judge  said  that  was  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendants (c),  he  and  the  jury  observing,  at  the  same  time, 
that  it  was  a  most  improper  proceeding  ((/). 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (e). 

pKed,  then  they  were  right.    The  (c)  That  is,  if  the  construction 

Itarned  Judge,  however,  was  of  a  he  had  given  to  the  word  "  mali- 

diflferent  opinion,  and  restricted  its  cioua"  was  correct ;  as  to  which, 

maaning  to  the  sense  of  bad  motive,  vide  ante, 

(a)  Videtupra.  (</)  So  that  it  was  pretty  plain 

{k)  That  is,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  both  Judge  and  jury  deemed 

the  word  had  been  expounded  to  it  reckless  and  improper;  and  if 

Ibem,  th«  restricted  sense  of  had  that  is  malicious  in  a  legal  sense, 

€r  improper  motive.    It  is  plain  then  the  verdict  was  for  the  plain- 

fiom  what  preceded  and  followed  tiff. 

their  finding,  that  they  deemed  it  a  (e)  Shee^  Seijt,  moved  in  the  Ex- 

malicious  proceeding  in  the  sense  chequer,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  but 

that  it  was  reckless  and  heedless  and  the  reporter  was  not  present,  and  is 

improper;  in  fact  they  said  to.  not  able  to  state  correctly  on  what 


772 


CASES  ON  THE 


ground  it  was  moved :  he  believes, 
liowever,  from  what  he  has  heard, 
that  it  was  not  moved  on  the  grounds 
above  suggested,  and  certainly  the 


cases  here  cited  were  not  referred 
to ;  so  that  the  refusal  of  the  rule  it 
not  conclusive  as  to  those  grounds. 


and  Others. 


Kent  Spring 
Astizet. 

The  delusions 
which  indicate 
a  defect  of 
sanity  such  as 
will  relieve  a 
person  from 
criminal  re- 
sponsibility, 
are  delusions 
of  the  senses, 
or  such  as  re- 
late to  facts  or 
objects — not 
mere  wrong 
notions,  or  im- 
pressions, of  a 
moral  nature; 
and  the  aberra- 
tion must  be 
mental,  not 
moral,  to  affect 
the  intellect 
of  theindivi- 
dual.    It  is  not 
enough  that 
they  show  a 
diseased  or  de- 
praved state  of 
mind,  or  an 
aberration  of 
the  moral  feel- 
ings ;  the  sense 
of  right  and 
wrong  being 
still,  although 
it  may  be  per- 
verted, yet  not 
destroyed. 
And  the  theory 
of  a  moral  in- 
sanity, or  in- 
sanitv  of  the 
moral  feelings, 
while  the  sense 
of  right  and 
wrong  remains, 


Maidstone,  coram  Wightman,  J, 

REGINA  V.  BURTON. 

JLHE  prisoner,  a  youth  of  eighteen,  was  indicted  for  the 
murder  of  a  boy. 

Barrow  and  Marsham  for  the  prosecution. 

Ribton  for  the  defence. 

The  prisoner  had  been  arraigned  at  the  Winter  Assizes, 
and  his  trial  postponed  in  order  to  afford  time  to  obtain 
evidence  to  sustain  a  defence  on  the  ground  of  insanity. 
On  his  being  now  arraigned  and  called  upon  to  plead,  he 
pleaded  Guilty. 

WiQHTMAN,  J.,  warned  him  that  this  would  not  avert 
punishment,  nor  affect  his  fate. 

Ribton  said  the  prisoner  was  insane  (a),  and  desired  to 
be  hung. 

The  prisoner,  however,  with  apparently  perfect  intelli- 
gence, desired  to  retract  his  plea,  and  pleaded  Not  guilty. 


(a)  If  so,  then  he  could  not  in- 
struct counsel,  and  the  learned 
counsel,  so  far  as  appeared,  had  no 
right  to  appear.  In  the  case  of  a 
prisoner,  who,  it  is  suggested,  is 
insane  when  called  upon  to  plead, 
it  probably  would  be  for  the  Judge, 
if  he  saw  any  reason  so  to  do,  to 
call  the  surgeon  of  the  gaol  and 
examine  him,  and,  if  necessary, 
other  witnesses ;  and  this  power  he 


would  have  at  common  law,  apart 
from  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
as  to  the  particular  case  of  a  pri- 
soner not  pleading,  when  the  coune 
specially  provided  to  get  rid  of  the 
old  law  on  the  subject  is  to  impao- 
nel  a  jury  to  see  if  he  is  "  mute  of. 
malice"  or  by  the  visitation  of 
God ;  and,  in  the  latter  case,  to 
record  a  plea  of  not  guilty. 


is  not  to  be  reconciled  with  the  legal  doctrine  on  the  subject. 
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Barrow f  in  stating  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  said  1863. 
there  would  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  prisoner's  having  com- 
mitted the  act ;  the  only  question  woudd  be  as  to  his  state 
of  mind  at  the  time ;  as  to  which  he  would  reserve  his 
evidence.  Prima  fade^  the  circumstances  of  the  act 
itself,  notwithstanding  the  apparent  absence  of  motive, 
showed  such  intelligence  as  to  indicate  sanity. 

It  appeared  that  the  deceased  boy  had  been  playing  on 
the  Lines,  a  public  place  at  Chatham,  where  the  prisoner 
saw  him,  and  was  seen  near  him. 

Some  hours  afterwards  the  child's  dead  body  was  found 
on  the  Lines.  The  throat  was  cut,  and  there  were  marks 
of  a  violent  struggle.  The  police  were  engaged  in  prose- 
cuting their  inquiries,  when  the  prisoner  gave  himself  up, 
and  admitted  the  act,  recounting  all  the  circumstances  with 
perfect  intelligence ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  previous  i]l-will  to  the  boy. 

The  police  superintendent  stated  that  when  he  gavg^the 
prisoner  the  usual  caution,  he  said,  **  I  have  made  up  my 
mind  to  tell  the  truth,  and  to  tell  you  all  about  it,"  and 
then  went  on  to  say,  '^  I  saw  the  boy  on  the  Lines,  and 
asked  him  to  go  round  the  Chalk,  and  that  was  the  place 
where  I  did  it,"  &c.  He  added,  **  I  knew  the  boy,  and 
knew  his  mother,  but  I  had  no  particular  ilUfeeling  against 
the  boy,  only  I  had  made  up  jAy  mind  to  murder  some- 
^>^y*'  C^)'  ^^  added  that  he^had  wiped  his  hands  and 
the  knife  (&)•  Afterwards  the  prisoner  said  it  was  well  for 
a  Mr.  Clark  that  he  had  left  Chatham,  for  that  he  had 
prosecuted  him,  and  he  (the  prisoner)  had  made  up  his 

(a)  It  is  notorious  that  no  re-  cape  death,  which  is  the  strongest 

liance   can    be  placed    upon    the  motive  for  deception, 
statements   of  persons   who   have  (6)  That  is,  after  committing  the 

committed  horrible    crimes,  espe-  act,  he  tried  to  conceal  it,  though, 

dally  as  to  their  own  feelings,  mo-  afler  he  found  that  the  police  were 

fives,  or  ideas.    There  is  ^  natural  making  inquiries,  he  gave  himself 

desire  to  mitigate  their  atrocity,  up. 
even  apart  from  the  anxiety  to  es- 

VOL.  III.  3  Q  F.F. 
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1863.        mind  to  murder  him  when  he  came  out  of  gaol^  but  that 
he  had  left  the  place  (a). 

It  was  proposed  to  prove  that,  in  point  of  fact,  a  Mr. 
Clark  had  prosecuted  the  prisoner,  and  that  he  had  been 
sent  to  gaol  in  consequence  ;  but 

Ribton,  for  the  prisoner,  objected  to  this  evidence,  and 

The  learned  Judge  said  if  it  was  pressed,  there  must  be 
regular  evidence  of  the  conviction  ;  which  was  not  forth- 
coming. 

Ribton  then  elicited,  in  cross-examination  of  the  super- 
intendent, that  when  the  prisoner  said  he  had  made  up  his 
mind  to  murder  somebody,  he  said  he  was  ''  tired  of  bis 
life."  Pressed  as  to  whether  he  had  not  said  '^  he  was 
determined  to  be  hanged,"  the  witness  said  he  was  not 
quite  certain  about  that,  but  he  did  not  recollect  it  He 
had  said  he  ''should  give  no  further  trouble  about  it,  and 
should  plead  'Guilty,'  and,  further,  that  he  was  sorry  for 
the  poor  mother." 

Ribton^  for  the  defence,  had  intended  to  set  up  as 
proof  of  insanity  that  the  prisoner  desired  to  be  hung; 
but  as  the  prisoner  had  pleaded  Not  guilty^  with  every 
appearance  of  his  sanity,  and  there  being  no  evidence  of 
the  suggested  desire  to  be  hung,  the  case  for  the  defence 
on  that  ground  failed  at  once,  and  it  was  then  rather  rested 
on  a  supposed  absence  of  discernment  arising  from  a  per- 
version or  disease  of  the  moral  faculties  or  feelings.  He 
cited  Hatfield's  case  (&),  and  Macnaghten's  case  (c), 
especially  the  speech  of  Cockburn  for  the  defence. 

Evidence  for  the  defence  was  then  gone  into. 

A  person,  to  whom  the  prisoner  had  been  apprenticed 

in  1859,  stated  that  he  "  had  a  very  vacant  look"  and  "no^ 

(a)  So  far  from  this  negativing  derous  mind, 

malice,  it  is  just  that  general  ma-  (b)  CoUinson    on    Lunacy,   I^*— 

lice,  or  malice  against  all  the  world,  480.       ^ 

which  is  put  by  our  text  writers  as  (c)  1  C.  &  B.  21 ;  and  Me  K» 

a  mark  of  a  malevolent  and  mui>  v.  Oxford^  9  C.  &  P.  525. 
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set  purpose,"  and  when  told  to  do  anything  would  often  1363. 
run  about,  looking  up  to  the  sky  as  if  he  were  a  maniac. 
Very  often  he  would  drop  his  tools  and  run  out  of  the 
shop,  and  pace  backwards  and  forwards  as  if  absent  in 
mind.  In  May,  1860,  he  went  away,  and  a  few  days 
afterwards  came  back  'Mn  a  most  wretched  state,"  ^^as  if 
he  had  been  surfeited."  He  said  he  had  been  to  Canter* 
bury  to  try  to  enlist  as  a  soldier,  and  had  been  in  the 
barracks,  and  that  he  had  run  back  the  whole  way.  He 
remained  a  few  months  and  then  went  away  again  for  a 
few  days.  The  witness  took  him  back,  but  in  the  early 
part  of  1861  he  went  away  again,  to  Portsmouth,  and 
came  back  after  ten  days.  The  witness,  however,  would 
not  take  him  back,  and,  with  the  father's  consent,  burnt 
the  indentures.  The  boy  was  not  like  other  boys;  he 
could  not  be  depended  upon. 

Another  witness,  who  knew  the  prisoner  while  under 
apprenticeship,  said  he  ^^was  deeply  impressed  with  the 
belief  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind,  on  account  of  the 
vacancy  of  mind  which  was  occasionally  observed  when 
be  showed  violence  of  conduct,  as  he  sometimes  did.  On 
one  occasion  the  witness  said  he  found  him  sitting  in  a 
storehouse,  *^  with  his  eyes  fixed  with  a  stare  upon  the 
ground,"  as  if  unconscious  of  the  presence  of  the  witness. 
He  was  remarkable  (said  the  witness)  for  incoherency  of 
thought  and  expression  (a). 

Another  witness  stated  that  he  had  known  the  prisoner 
some  years,  and  that  he  was  "  flighty  and  had  strange 
ways."  He  had  been  known  to  eat  a  piece  of  soap,  and 
even  to  bite  a  candle.  On  other  occasions,  however,  he 
seemed  sensible  enough,  and  said  he  liked  his  trade. 
Being  asked  whether  last  year  he  had  not  observed  any- 
thing eccentric  in  his  conduct,  the  witness  said  he  had  not, 
except  that  on  one  occasion  he  saw  him  eating  something 

(a)  See  the  evidence  set  out  at  length  in  R.  v.  Oxford,  9  C.  &  P.  525. 
3a2 
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WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  18  hardly  necessary  to  have  recourse        1863. 
to  science  to  learn  that  the  moral  faculties  may  be  dis- 
eased while  the  intellectual  faculties  are  sound.   Nodoubt, 
there  may  be  a  disease  of  the  moral  feelings  while  a  man 
is  in  perfect  possession  of  his  senses. 

Ribton  said  he  desired  to  show  a  moral  disease,  distinct 
from  depravity. 

The  witness  went  on,  in  answer  to  further  questions,  to 
state  that,  in  his  opinion,  it  was  reasonable  to  believe  that 
there  must  in  such  a  case  be  some  derangement  of  the 
brain — some  deviation  from  the  normal  condition  of  the 
brain. 

Ribton, — Having  heard  the  evidence  in  this  case,  are 
you  of  that  opinion  as  regards  the  prisoner  ? 
The  witness  said  he  was, 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — Do  you  consider  it  a  mark  of  moral 
disease  that  he  should  eat  a  piece  of  a  cat? 

Ribton  suggested  that  the  question  was,  in  what  sense 
the  word  ''moral"  was  used. 

The  learned  Judgb  observed,  that  the  difficulty  was  to 
know  in  what  sense  the  word  was  used  by  the  witness. 

The  witness  said  a  man  might  be  able  to  work  out  a 
proposition  in  Euclid^  and  yet  might  eat  a  piece  of  a  cat. 
The  intellectual  functions  might  be  unimpaired,  while  the 
moral  functions  were  deranged. 

Ribton  read  a  passage  from  the  speech  of  Sir  Alexander 
Cockburn  in  defence  of  Macnaghten  : — **The  functions  of 
the  mind  are  of  a  twofold  nature — those  of  the  intellect,  or 
faculty  of  thought,  such  as  perception  or  judgment;  and 
those  of  the  moral  sentiments  and  affections,  the  propen- 
sities and  the  passions ;  and  the  latter  may  be  diseased 
while  the  intellectual  faculties  are  sound."  (To  the  wit* 
ness.)     Is  that  so  ? 

Witness. — Yes. 
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1863.  Ribtan. —Do  you  trace  that  to  the  disease^  of  the  brain? 

The  learned  Judge  remarked,  that  he  presumed,  from 
what  the  witness  had  already  said,  that  this  was  matter  of 
speculation. 

The  witness  said  it  was  necessarily  so ;  but  he  thought 
that  the  brain  must  be  in  an  abnormal  condition  in  such 
cases. 

JRibton  proposed  to  ask  the  witness  whether,  having 
heard  the  evidence,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner 
was  sane  or  insane  at  the  time  of  the  doing  of  the  act;  but 

The  learned  Judge  could  not  allow  the  question  to  he 
put,  as  it  was  the  very  question  the  jury  were  to  deter« 
mine  (a). 

Barrow  cross-examined  the  witness,  who,  in  answer  to 
him,  stated  that  he  believed  the  prisoner  knew  what  he  was 
doing,  but  that  an  impulse  came  upon  him  which  he  could 
not  control :  and  he  cited  and  adopted  an  opinion  of  Dr. 
Winslow's,  that  no  man  could  commit  suicide  in  a  state  of 
sanity.  He  believed  that  the  prisoner  had  no  proper  con- 
trol over  his  actions.  He  had  a  knowledge  of  right  and 
wrong,  but  could  not  control  his  actions. 

This  closed  the  evidence  for  the  defence. 

Witnesses  were  then  called  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  to  rebut  the  defence  of  insanity  thus  set  up. 

A  witness  was  called  who  had  known  the  prisoner  for 
some  years,  and  stated  that  he  had  never  known  him  do 
anything  strange  but  kill  a  cat,  and  never  saw  anything 
in  him  which  showed  that  he  was  not  in  his  right  mind ; 
on  the  contrary,  he  was  a  remarkably  clever  lad.  He 
never  saw  any  delusions  in  him. 

The  surgeon  of  the  county  prison  was  then  called,  and 

(a)   Vide  Chapman  y.   Walton,  matters  of  legal  or  moral  oUigatioa, 

\0B\nQ.r}7;  Campbell  V.Richards f  which  are   the  very  questions  at 

5  B.  &  Ad.  840.     Witnesses  are  issue, 
not  allowed  to  state  their  views  on 
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stated  that  he  had  observed  the  prisoner  ever  since  he  was         1863. 
put*  in  confinement,  and,  in  his  opinion,  he  was  perfectly 
sane,  nor  did   he  ever  observe  that  he  was  under  any 
delusion. 

Cross-examined. — ^Tbe  witness  said  the  prisoner  had 
certainly  said  that  justice  would  not  be  done  if  he  were  not 
executed.  The  witness  was  pressed  as  to  whether  he  had 
not  heard  him  express  a  desire  to  be  hanged,  but  said  that 
be  had  not  himself  heard  him  say  so. 

Ribton, — Suppose  a  man  with  a  desire  to  be  hanged, 
and  committing  a  homicide  with  that  object,  would  that  be 
a  mark  of  insanity  ? 

The  witness  said  he  thought  it  would  be,  but  that  he  had 
not  heard  or  read  of  any  case  of  that  kind,  except  that  of 
Macnaghten. 

Another  of  the  medical  attendants  was  called,  and  gave 
similar  evidence  as  to  his  belief  in  the  prisoner's  sanity. 
He  was  cross-examined  in  the  same  way,  and  the  same 
question  was  put  as  to  the  supposed  case  of  the  man  with 
the  desire  to  be  hanged ;  as  to  which  he  said  that  no  doubt 
such  a  man  must  be  under  a  delusion. 

WioHTMAN,  J. — What  is  the  delusion  under  which  you 
suppose  he  would  be  labouring? 

The  witness  appeared  perplexed  by  this  plain  question, 
paused  some  time,  hesitated,  and  at  last  said  he  could 
hardly  define  it,  but  '*  he  should  suppose  there  must  be 
wrong  conceptions  "  (a). 

(a)  It   was    obvious    that    the  son   labouring  under   exaggerated 

medical  men  used  the  word  **  delu-  ideas   as  to   the  **  wild  justice  of 

tions"  in  some  loose  sense  quite  revenge/'  arising    from   brooding 

different,  not  merely  from  its  legal  over  real  or  fancied  wrongs,  would 

meaning,  but  from  any  intelligent  be  labouring  under   **  delusions." 

meaning  whatever ;  not  applying  it  And,  accordingly,    in   Regina   v. 

to  mistaken  impressions  of  present  Townleyf  a  case  on  the  Midland 

fiwti    or   objects,   but    merely  to  Circuit,  that  view  was  actually  set 

wrong  moral  notions  or  ideas.  Ac-  up  as  a  defence.     Fide  post, 
cording  to  which,  of  course,  a  pcr« 
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Reoina 

BURTOV, 


1863.  WiGHTMAN,  J.,  in  Summing  up  the  case^  said : — As  there 

was  no  doubt  about  the  act,  the  only  question  was  whether 
the  prisoner  at  the  time  he  committed  it  was  in  such  a 
state  of  mind  as  not  to  be  responsible  for  it  The  priioner*t 
account  of  it  (a)  was  that  he  had  done  it  from  a  morbid  feel- 
ing; that  he  was  tired  of  life  and  wished  to  be  rid  of  it 
No  doubt,  prisoners  had  been  acquitted  of  murder  on  the 
ground  of  insanity ;  but  the  question  was  what  were  the 
cases  in  which  men  were  to  be  absolved  from  responsibility 
on  that  ground.  Hatfield's  case  differed  from  the  present, 
for  there  wounds  had  been  received  on  the  head  which 
were  proved  to  have  injured  the  brain.  In  the  more  recent 
case  of  Macnaghten,  the  Judges  had  laid  down  the  rule  to 
be,  that  there  must,  to  raise  the  defence,  be  a  defect  of  rea- 
son from  disease  of  the  mind,  so  as  that  the  person  did  not 
know  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  he  committed,  or 
did  not  know  whether  it  was  right  or  wrong.  Now,  to  ap- 
ply this  rule  to  the  present  case  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
jury.  It  was  not  mere  eccentricity  of  conduct  which  made 
a  man  legally  irresponsible  for  his  acts.  The  medical  man 
called  for  the  defence  defined  homicidal  mania  to  be  a  pro- 
pensity to  kill,  and  described  moral  insanity  as  a  state  of 
mind,  under  which  a  man,  perfectly  aware  that  it  was 
wrong  to  do  so,  killed  another  under  an  uncontrolable 
impulse.  This  would  appear  to  be  a  most  dangerous  doc- 
trine, and  fatal  to  the  interests  of  society  and  security  of 
life.  The  question  is,  whether  such  a  theory  is  in  accordance 
with  law  ?  The  rule,  as  laid  down  by  the  Judges,  is  quite 
inconsistent  with  such  a  view  ;  for  it  was  that  a  man  was  re- 
sponsible for  his  actions  if  he  knew  the  difference  between 
right  and  wrong.  It  was  urged  that  the  prisoner  did  the 
act  to  be  hanged  (5),  and  so  was  under  an  insane  delusion; 

(a)  The  prisoner's  account  of  it  (6)  That  is,  according  to  bis  own 

The  learned  Judge,  in  his  favour,  account,— his  own  account  got  up 

took  his  account  of  it,  but  the  jury  after  the  event  with  a  view  to  the 

were  not  bound  to  do  so ;  and  vide  defence  of  insanity.     Vide  npn, 
ante,  p.  773,  note  (6). 
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1)iit  i^hat  delusion  was  he  under?  So  far  from  it,  it 
showed  that  he  was  quite  conscious  of  the  nature  of  the 
act  and  of  its  consequences.  He  was  supposed  to  desire 
to  be  hangedy  and  in  order  to  attain  the  object  committed 
murder.  That  might  show  a  morbid  state  of  mind,  but 
not  delusion.  Homicidal  mania,  ^gs^in,  as  described  by 
the  witnesses  for  the  defence,  showed  no  delusion.  It 
merely  showed  a  morbid  desire  for  blood.  Delusion  meant 
the  belief  in  what  did  not  exist.  The  question  for  the  jury 
was,  whether  the  prisoner  at  the  time  he  committed  the  act 
was  labouring  under  such  a  species  of  insanity  as  to  be  un« 
aware  of  the  nature,  the  character,  or  the  consequences  of 
the  act  he  committed.  In  other  words,  whether  he  was  in- 
capable of  knowing  that  what  he  did  was  wrong.  If  so, 
they  should  acquit  him ;  if  otherwise,  they  should  find  a 
verdict  of  guilty. 

Verdict  guilty  (a). 

(a)  The  prisoner  was  executed ;      his  crime  and  his  responsibility. 
and  before  execution  acknowledged 
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REGINA  V.  ALDRIDGE. 

X  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forging  and  uttering  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  15/.  with  intent  to  defraud. 

Biron  for  the  prosecution. 

Ballantine^  Serjt.,  and  Kaye  for  the  prisoner. 
.  The  cheque  or  order  was  drawn  in  the  name  of  one  J. 
Meeklem,  an  ensign  in  the  91st  Regiment,  and  was  pre- 
sented at  the  National  Bank  at  Folkestone,  on  the  15th  of 
August  last.  There  was  no  doubt  that  it  was  forged,  and 
the  sole  question  was  as  to  the  prisoner's  guilt.  Upon  this 
point  the  evidence  was  chiefly  circumstantial,  and  turned 
partly  upon  personal  identity.    The  cheque  was  not  drawn 


Kent  Spring 

On  an  indict- 
ment for  for- 
gery, it  appear- 
ed that  the 
prisoner,  on  the 
discoTery  of 
the  forgery,  be- 
ing suspected, 
was  asked  to 
write  his  name 
for  the  purpose 
of  comparison, 
and  did  so : 
held,  that  this 
signature  was 
not  admissible 
on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution 
for  that  pur- 
pose. 
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1863.  in  favour  of  the  prisoner,  but  of  one  "  W.  Thorpe ;"  and 
the  person  who  presented  it,  being  asked  whether  he  was 
''  W.  Thorpe/'  said  he  was,  and  signed  his  name  at  the 
back,  "  W.  Thorpe,  Ensign,  78th  Regiment"  Now  the 
prisoner  was  in  the  84th,  and  Thorpe  in  the  78th  Regiment. 
It  was  suggested,  however,  that  the  prisoner  was  the  per- 
son who  presented  the  cheque,  and  that  he  first  wrote  the 
number  of  his  own  regiment,  by  force  of  habit,  and  then 
corrected  himself.  He  had  leave  of  absence  from  the 
camp,  ShorncliSe,  on  that  day,  and  was  at  Folkestone. 
The  cheque  was  cashed  about  half-past  eleven  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  the  clerk  who  cashed  it  asked  the  person  present^ 
ing  it  to  write  his  name  upon  it  (a),  and  was  certain  that 
it  was  the  prisoner.  The  person,  whoever  he  was,  came  ia 
a  fly,  and  a  man  who  drove  the  fly  could  not  say  it  was 
the  prisoner  whom  he  had  taken  to  the  bank.  When  the 
forgery  was  discovered  the  prisoner's  colonel  asked  him  to 
write  his  name,  and  it  was  suggested  that  the  handwriting 
resembled  that  of  the  endorsement  (&).  On  the  22nd  of 
August  the  forgery  was  discovered,  and  on  the  29th  the 
witness  went  to  the  camp  and  saw  the  prisoner  about  the 
matter,  and  pointed  him  out  to  the  police.  The  next  day, 
the  30th,  the  witness  went  to  the  quarters,  and  saw  the 
colonel,  who  sent  for  the  prisoner,  and,  after,  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  police.  "  You  never  were  at  the  bank  since 
June  last,  were  you?"  The  prisoner  said,  "Yes,  I  have;*' 
and  then  asked  him  if  he  knew  the  bank  clerk,  and  the 
prisoner  said  he  had  seen  him  before :  the  colonel  then 
suggested  that  the  prisoner  should  write  his  own  name, 
and  he  did  so,  and  the  colonel  then  asked  him  to  write, 
"  W.  Thorpe,  Ensign,  78th  Regiment,"  and  he  did  so,  and 
the  witness  took  possession  of  the  pieces  of  paper,  which 
he  now  produced. 

(a)  This  document  being  mate-  (6)  This  was  a  piece  of  writing, 

rial  as   evidence  in   the  case,  of     it  will  be  observed,  made  for  the 
course  the  indorsement  on  it  could      sole  purpose  of  comparison, 
be  looked  at  for  any  purpose. 
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Biron  proposed  to  put  it  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of        1863. 
comparison  of  handwriting  (a). 

JBallantine,  Serjt,  objected,  however,  to  its  admissibility. 
In  criminal  cases  there  could  be  no  comparison  of  hand- 
writing, unless  as  regarded  documents  written  in  the  course 
of  the  very  transaction  in  question  (&}.  It  required  a 
special  clause  in  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  (c)  to 
admit  of  comparison  of  handwriting  in  civil  causes. 

Biron  cited  R.  v.  Taylor  (d),  which  he  said  would 
sustain  the  contrary  view. 

Kat/e  thereupon  cited  Taylor  on  Evidence,  to  the  effect 
that  in  criminal  cases  genuine  documents  could  not  be  put 
in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  handwriting. 
And  he  cited  Roscoe  on  Criminal  Evidence,  (p.  158,)  to  the 
like  effect. 

The  learned  Judgb,  after  great  consideration,  held  that 
the  piece  of  paper  was  not  admissible  in  evidence,  as  it 
could  only  be  material  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of 
handwriting;  and  a  document  was  not  admissible  simply 
for  that  purpose  in  a  criminal  case.  He  would,  however, 
consult  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  on  the  point.  Having  done 
so,  his  Lordship  announced  that  he  adhered  to  his  decision, 
and  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  concurred  in  it.  The 
paper,  therefore,  could  not  be  received  as  evidence. 

Verdict,  not  guilty. 

(a)  And  not,  per  $e,  material  evi-  purpose  of  comparison.    This  was 

dence.  procured  to  be  written  for  that  pur- 

(6)  See  Doe  d.  Perry  ▼.  Newton,  pose,  and  written  for  that  purpose 

5  A.  &  £.  514 ;  Grijiit  v.  Ivery,  by  the  prisoner. 

11   A.  &  E.  325.    The  common  (c)  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  2. 

law  rule  was,  and  of  course  is  so  {d)  6  Cox*s  Criminal  Cases,  p. 

still,  in  criminal  cases,  that  papers  58.     But  there,  the  signature  was 

are  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  written  at  the  very  time  of  the 

of    comparison    of    handwriting,  offence  laid :  and  it  was  admitted 

which  would  not  be  otherwise  ad-  as  part  of  the  transaction.     It  was 

missiblc  in  evidence  upon  the  issue  like  the  indorsement  in  this  case 

to  be  tried ;  that  is,  that  documents  on  the  back  of  the  cheque.     Vide 

■re  not  admissible   for  the  mere  ante,  p.  782,  note  (a). 
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In  ejectment 
by  heir-at-Uw, 
claiming  alto 
under  a  wiU« 
at^ainst  partiea 
who  claimed 
under  a  deed  of 
grant,  and  alto 
set  up  a  later 
will:  the 
plaintiff  under- 
taking, by  anti- 
cipation, to 
prove  that  the 
deed  and  the 
later  will  were 
forgeries  by  an 
illegitimate  ion 
of  the  tettator, 
who  had  con- 
fessed and  been 
convicted  of 
the  forgeriea, 
and  was  called 
as  a  witness  to 
prove  them : 
Held,  l.That 
evidence  as  to 
his  pecuniary 
position  and 
circumstances 
hnforf?  and  at 


Chelmsfordf  coram  Channell,  B. 

ROUPELL   AND    ANOTHER   V.   HAWS   AND   OTBBR8. 

Ejectment,  by  the  heir  and  devisee  in  trust,  for  two 
farms,  called  "  Bury  "  and  "  Bolen's,"  at  Great  Warley,  in 
this  county :  the  former  in  the  occupation  of  Haws,  the 
other  in  the  occupation  of  Springham,  the  two  original 
defendants.  The  other  defendants  had  come  in  to  defend 
as  landlords. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  Lush,  J,  Brown,  and  Thesiger  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Bovill,  Hawkins,  and  Garth  for  the  defendants. 

Raymond  watched  the  case  for  one  Whitaker. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir-at-law  of  one  Richard 
Palmer  Roupell,  his  father,  who  died  on  the  12th  Septem- 
ber, 1856 ;  and  also,  jointly  with  one  Surridge,  as  devisee 
in  trust  under  a  will  of  October,  1 850,  whereby,  according 
to  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  all  the  testator's  property  was 
devised. 

The  original   defendants.  Haws  and   Springham,  the 
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landlords  (a),  claimed  under  a  deed  of  mortgage,  dated 
July,  1857,  from  William  Roupell,  an  illegitimate  son  of  the 
testator,  and  made  by  him  as  grantee  of  the  estate,  under 
a  deed  purporting  to  be  a  deed  of  gift  to  him  by  the  tes- 
tator, dated  on  the  9th  January,  1856. 

The  defendants  also  set  up,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  title, 
a  will  of  2nd  September,  1856,  devising  all  the  testator's 
property  to  his  widow,  and  making  her  and  William 
Roupell  his  executors. 

In  point  of  fact,  he  had  received  the  rent  from  the 
tenants,  and  paid  the  interest  on  the  mortgage  until  March, 
1862,  when,  being  unable  to  keep  up  the  payment  of  the 
interest,  the  mortgagees  proposed  to  come  into  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents,  whereupon  he  made  certain  disclosures 
to  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  whence  it  was  discovered 
that  the  leases  recited  in  the  mortgage,  and  of  which  the 
mortgagees  had  received  counterparts,  had  been  forged  by 
him ;  and  he  also  stated  that  the  deed  of  gift,  purporting 
to  have  been  executed  to  him  by  his  father,  the  testator, 
was  likewise  forged.  The  mortgagees  had  sued  the  tenants 
on  the  supposed  leases,  of  which  they  held  the  counter- 
parts, and  which  were  at  higher  rents  than  the  real  original 
leases,  and  these  actions  of  course  were  defended;  but  the 
original  leases  had  meanwhile  expired,  and  there  was  an 
arrangement  between  the  mortgagees  and  tenants,  the 
result  of  which  was  that  this  action  was  brought  against 
them ;  in  which  the  former  had  been  let  in  to  defend,  and 
were  therefore  in  the  position  of  defendants  (5).     They, 


1863. 


(a)  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,8. 172. 
The  application  is  ex  parte,  and 
thete  wai  do  application  to  set 
aside  the  order.  Sed  vide  Whit' 
worth  Y.  Hwnplireyy  5  H.  &  N. 
185. 

(5)  Iftheplaintifis  had  indemni- 
fied the  tenants  and  induced  them 
to  attorn  to  or  acknowledge  them 


as  landlords,  and  the  mortgagees 
had  been  driven  to  bring  ejectment, 
the  position  of  the  parties  would 
have  been  apparently  reversed,  and 
the  mortgagees  would  have  had  at 
once  to  disclose  and  maintain  their 
title,  instead  of  putting  the  plaintiffs 
first  to  proof  of  theirs,  and  if 
there  had  been  any  difficulty  in 
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ROUPBLI. 

and  Anothflr 

Haws 
aodOdianib 


of  course,  would  have  in  their  possession  the  supposed 
deed  of  gift  to  William  Roupell,  his  mortgage  to  them, 
the  forged  counterparts  of  leases,  and  the  real  original 
leases,  which  they  had  from  the  tenants,  the  co-defend- 
ants. 

A  former  action  of  ejectment  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
recovery  of  certain  land  in  Surrey,  which  related  to  the 
Surrey  estates  was  tried  at  Guildford  at  the  last  Summer 
Assizes  for  that  county ;  and  on  that  occasion  William 
Roupell  was  called  and  examined  on  behalf  of  his  brother, 
the  heir-at-law,  now  plaintiff,  and  confessed  on  oath  the 
forgeries  he  was  alleged  to  have  committed — both  of  the 
deed  and  of  the  will  of  1856.  Ader  his  cross-examiuation, 
however,  had  proceeded  for  some  time,  counsel  upon  each 
side  came  to  a  compromise,  and  so  that  suit  was  stayed  (a). 
Immediately  afterwards  William  Roupell  was  ordered  into 
custody  by  the  learned  Judge  (Mr.  Baron  Martin)  on  the 
charge  of  felony,  and  was  at  once  taken  before  a  magis- 
trate, by  whom,  on  proof  of  his  own  sworn  confessions,  he 
was  committed  for  trial.  He  was  subsequently  tried  for 
forgery  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  before  Mr.  Justice 
Btles,  and  convicted  and  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  for 
life.    He  was  now  to  be  called  for  the  plaintifis. 
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Haws 
and  Others. 


attesting  witnesses  thereto  were  also  forged ;  and  he  should        1863. 
then  entitle  himself  to  a  verdict,  unless  the  defendants      ^^"^^ 
could  establish  the  will  of  September,  1856,  which  also,  how-    and  Another 
ever,  he  was  prepared  to  prove  was  a  forgery,  and  a  forgery 
by  William  Roupell.     He  then  entered  into  the  history  of 
the  family,  and  especially  as  to  the  pecuniary  circumstances 
and   position  of  William  Roupell.     In  1849,  he  stated, 
William  was  articled  as  clerk  to  attorneys,  and  allowed  only 
about  1/.  or  25^.  a  week.     Such  was  the  position  in  which 
Wilham    Roupell   was   up  to    the  end  of    1854.      But 
William  Roupell,  who,  he  admitted,  had  in  the  course  of 
that  period,  acquired  to  a  considerable  extent  the  confidence 
of  his  father,  had,  there  was  no  doubt, — (if  he  was  in  a 
position  to  prove  it)  in  1853-4  entered  into  extensive  spe- 
culations, and  become  considerably  embarrassed. 

Sovill  objected  to  his  learned  friend  entering  into 
matters  not  material  to  the  present  case,  and  which  he  did 
not  profess  to  be  in  a  position  to  prove  (a). 

Channell,  6.,  said  a  Judge  must  always  rely  to  a  great 
extent  upon  counsel,  as  to  their  not  stating  matters  which 
were  either  legally  irrelevant,  or  which  they  were  not  in  a 
position  to  prove;  it  was  impossible,  of  course,  for  the 
Judge  beforehand  to  know  how  much  of  the  matters  stated 
would  be  material  or  proveable. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  said  he  should  pass  over  all  these  transac- 
tions in  1853-4-6,  and  come  to  January,  1856,  when 
he  should  prove  that  William  Roupell  was  in  a  state  of 
pecuniary  emban*assment,  which  ultimately  drove  him  to 
the  commission  of  the  forgery  of  the  deed  on  which  the 
defendants  relied.  At  that  time  Mr.  Whitaker  was  his 
attorney,  and  he  owed  that  gentleman  2,500/.  for  advances 
obtained  to  meet  his  pressing  necessities.  He  owed  his 
bankers  9,500/.,  and  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 


(a)  So  held  by  Bramwell,  6., 
•I  the  last  Summer  Anuses  for 


Sussex,  in  a  case  of  Thomai  v. 
Shirley,  coram  Bramwsll,  B. 
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depend  on  many  circumstances  (a),  and  he  could  hardly 
exclude  the  evidence  offered  to  be  adduced,  and  therefore 
could  not  prevent  the  learned  Serjeant  from  entering  into 
a  statement  of  them. 

Shee^  Serjt,  went  on  to  state  that  William  Roupell 
wanted  to  raise  the  apparent  value  of  the  estate  to  18,000/. 
(in  order  to  raise  upon  it  1 2,000/. )>  &nd,  with  that  view,  he 
took  from  the  strong-box  of  his  father  the  counterparts  of 
the  leases,  got  them  copied  at  a  law  stationer's  on  parch- 
ment, then  altered  the  copies — changing  the  terms  and 
making  them  at  advanced  rentals— and  took  the  copies,  as 
draughts,  to  his  attorney,  Mr.  Whitaker,  through  whom  he 
resolved  to  raise  the  money  on  these  forged  deeds.  At 
the  same  time  he  forged  a  letter  from  his  father  to  Mr. 
Whitaker,  authorizing  the  transfer,  and  produced  it  to 
him,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  his  father,  though  the 
body  of  it  was  in  the  handwriting  of  his  sister  Sarah.   This 

letter  ran  thus  :-^ 

"Aspen  House,  Brixton  Hill^  Jan.  8,  1856. 
"  Dear  Sir, — My  son  has  mentioned  to  me  that  it  it  considered  de- 
sirable for  conveyances  from  one  member  of  the  family  to  another  to  be 
drawn  up  by  disinterested  witnesses,  and,  therefore,  I  beg  that  you  will 
attend  to  this  matter  for  us,  and  prepare  the  conveyance  to  my  son  of 
the  two  farms,  Havering-atte-bower,  in  Essex,  called  Bolen's  and  Herd's. 
The  forms  of  leases  I  have  already  given  to  him. 

"  I  am,  dear  sir,  yours  truly, 
"  Thomas  Whitaker,  Esq.  R.  P.  Roopbll." 

To  this  letter,  he  said,  he  forged  his  father's  signature,  and 

then  gave  it  to  Whitaker  as  his  authority  to  prepare  the 

new  leases,  and,  subsequently,  got  him  to  prepare  the  deed 

of  gift,  dated  June,   1856,  to  which,  also,  he  forged  his 

father's  signature,  and  also  the  signatures  of  two  persons 

named  Truman  and  Dove  as  attesting  witnesses  (Jb). 

(a)  Collateral  circumstances  tend- 
ing to  show  the  probability  of  fraud, 
held  admissible ;  Doe  v.  AUen^  8  T. 
R.  147 ;  Rose.  Ev.  504.  As  to  for- 


1863. 


Roupell 
and  Another 

V. 

Haws 
and  Othen* 


gery  of  other  deeds  in  the  same 

transaction,  held  admissible;  Fret- 

VOL.  III. 


cott  V.  Flinriy  9  Bing.  23 ;  though 
aliter  of  forgery  in  a  different  trans- 
action. 

(6)  According  to  the  evidence, 
he  got  their  signatures  by  a  trick. 
Vide  pp.  793-4. 
3  H  F.F. 
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1868.  On  the  12th  Sept.  1856  the  testator  died,  and  between 

-^^-"^^      that  day  and  the  funeral  WiUiam  Roupell  forged  the  will 

and  Another    dated  2nd  Sept.  1856,  giving  the  property  to  his  mother, 

^'  and  destroyed  the  will  of  1850,  giving  this  estate,  as  he 

said,  to  his  brother  the  plaintiff.     The  draught  of  that  will 

of  1850  had  been  lost,  and  the  evidence  of  William  Roupell 

was  all  the  evidence  that  could  be  given  of  its  contents. 

The  will  of  1856  w^as  entirely  in  his  handwriting,  and 
attested  by  himself;  the  other  attesting  witness,  an  old 
man  named  Muggeridge,  was  dead.  Evidence  would  be 
given,  by  way  of  anticipating  the  case  for  the  defence,  that 
both  the  deed  of  gift  and  the  will  were  forgeries.  William 
Roupell  had  given  up  to  the  plaintiffs,  when  he  had  ab- 
sconded, such  deeds  and  papers  as  he  was  still  possessed 
of. 

Notice  had  been  given  to  the  defendants  to  produce  the 
deeds  of  which  they  would  be  in  possession:  —  1.  The 
genuine  leases  to  the  tenants.  2.  The  deed  of  gift  to 
William  Roupell.  3.  The  forged  leases,  which  were 
recited  in  the  mortgage  to  the  other  defendants.  4.  The 
deed  of  mortgage  to  them. 

William  Roupell,  the  convict,  was  called  for  the  plaintiflT, 
and  gave  evidence  in  support  of  the  case  thus  opened.    In 
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no  title.  Now,  the  father's  treatment  of  the  son  is  a  matter 
of  fact,  which  I  cannot  exclude  unless  I  can  clearly  see  it 
irrelevant,  but  that  I  cannot  see. 

The  examination  of  William  Roupell  then  went  on.  He 
said  his  allowance  was  ultimately  increased  to  255.  a  week, 
out  of  which  he  had  to  pay  everything.  That  was,  he 
said,  the  whole  of  his  father's  allowance  up  to  his  death. 
At  the  end  of  1855  and  beginning  of  1856  he  was  in  diffi- 
culties. 

Bovill  again  objected  to  all  this. 

Channbll,  B.,  said  of  course  the  same  objection  would 
apply,  but  he  conceived  that  evidence  of  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  witness  at  the  time  was  admissible;  the 
plaintiffs*  counsel  pressed  it ;  he  should  receive  it. 

Lush  said  they  had  well  considered  it,  and  were  pre- 
pared to  press  it  and  to  take  the  responsibility  of  it. 

The  witness  went  on  to  say  that,  in  January,  1856,  he 
was  in  great  difficulties. 

Bovill  again  objected ;  but 

Channbll,  B.,  ruled  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

The  witness,  accordingly,  was  allowed  to  give  general 
evidence  of  his  embarrassed  position  at  the  time,  and,  in 
particular,  that  he  owed  Whitaker  12,000/.,  and  other 
persons  large  sums. 

When  asked  about  the  frauds  as  to  the  leases,  he 
said  he  had  got  the  counterpart  leases  copied  by  a  law 
stationer. 

Bovill  objected  to  this  kind  of  evidence  as  irrelevant 
and  inadmissible.  It  is  something  the  witness  says  he  did 
in  private,  something  he  wrote. 

Channbll,  B. — Before  the  date  of  the  deed  under 
which  you  claim,  said  to  be  forged ;  and  shown  to  your 
clients  before  they  took  it  (a). 


1863. 


(a)  Vidt  anU,  p.  789,  and  PrescoU  v.  Flinn,  9  Bing.  23,  there  cited. 
3h2 
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Truman,  and  was,  he  said,  so  attested.  The  counterpart 
of  the  lease  was  then  put  into  his  hand,  and  he  said  that 
also  had  been  executed,  and  had  attached  to  it  what  pur- 
ported to  be  the  signature  of  Haws,  the  lessee;  but  he 
himself  wrote  that  signature.  It  was  attested  by  Truman. 
The  witness  said,  I  asked  him  to  attest  my  signature  to 
some  leases.  I  signed  the  fictitious  leases  in  his  presence. 
I  mixed  the  papers  together,  and  placed  before  him  the 
engrossment  I  had  not  executed,  and  so  obtained  his  sig- 
nature to  an  attestation  of  Mr.  Haws'  signature  (a). 

The  other  forged  counterpart  of  a  lease  to  Springham 
was  then  handed  to  the  witness,  and  he  gave  similar  evi- 
dence.   Mr.  Whitaker,  he  said,  prepared  the  deed  of  gift. 

Lush, — We  call  for  that  deed. 

BovilL — You  are  not  in  a  condition  to  call  for  it. 

Lush  said  he  would  call  a  witness  to  prove  that  the 
deed  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants.  He  accord- 
ingly called  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  who  proved 
that  in  the  actions  for  rent  against  the  tenants  of  the  two 
farms  in  question,  he  went  to  the  office  of  the  attorney  for 
the  then  plaintiffs,  the  now  defendants,  to  inspect  docu* 
ments  ;  and  there  he  saw  the  deeds ;  one  of  them  that  of 
the  9th  of  January,  1856,  the  deed  of  gift  under  which 
the  defendants  now  claimed. 

JBovill  thereupon  produced  it. 

The  deed  was  put  into  the  witnesses  bands,  and  he  iden- 
tified it  as  the  one  m  question.  He  said  Mr.  Whitaker 
gave  it  to  him  when  engrossed,  and  before  it  was  executed. 
It  was  given  to  him  to  get  it  executed,  and  he  then  signed 
his  father's  name  to  that  deed  at  the  end  of  February  or 
beginning  of  March,  1866.  The  names  of  the  two  wit-> 
nesses  were  Truman  and  Dove,  and  the  signatures  were 
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(a)  ThuB  there  was  evidence 
in  the  case  to  suggest  to  the  jury 
the  probability  that  he  might  have 


obtained  his  father's  signature  to 
the  deed  in  a  similar  way,  as  by  re* 
presenting  that  it  was  a  lease* 
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really  theirs,  which  he  had  obtained  by  asking  them  to 
attest  his  signature  to  a  lease.  He  signed  the  deed  in  their 
presence,  and  turned  the  deed  round,  placing  his  hand 
upon  the  attestation  clause  while  they  signed. 

The  deed  recited  the  conveyance  to  the  testator — the 
supposed  grantor — by  the  ordinary  conveyance  to  "  uses 
to  bar  dower,"  i,  e.,  in  trust  for  the  purchaser  for  life,  and 
remainder  in  fee  to  such  uses  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will, 
executed  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  witnesses, 
appoint ;  in  default  of  such  appointment  then  to  his  right 
heirs.  There  were,  however,  words  of  grant  in  the  con- 
veyance to  the  testator  (a);  so  that  the  deed  now  in  dispute 
was  one  which  did  not  require  attesting  witnesses  to  con- 
vey the  estate  in  fee,  though  as  an  execution  of  a  power  of 
appointment  it  would  be  necessary  that  it  should  be  so 
attested;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  deed  was  forged, 
then  the  estate  would  be  in  the  plaintiff*.  The  deed  pur- 
ported to  be  executed  both  by  grantor  and  grantee  (ft). 

The  deed  itself  has  first  the  clause  of  execution  by  the 
donor, ''  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  the  within-naroed 
R.  P.  Roupell,  in  the  presence  of"  the  witnesses  Truman 
and  Dove,  whose  signatures  are  beneath,  the  "h"  of  John 
running  up  into  the  ^'e"  of  Roupell.  Then  there  is  the 
attestation  of  William  Roupell's  signature  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Whitaker,  a  brother  of  Mr.  Whitaker,  the  attorney  of 
William  Roupell. 

The  memorandum  of  deposit  with  Mr.  Whitaker  was 
then  produced  and  put  into  his  hands,  and  he  identified  it 

The  learned  Baron,  looking  at  it,  said  it  was  a  memo- 
randum of  an  agreement  by  way  of  equitable  deposit. 


(a)  So  that  it  seems  it  Tested  a 
fee  in  the  testator,  even  apart  from 
his  execution  of  the  power,  vide 
Doe  V.  Keir,  4  M.  &  Ry.  101. 

(b)  It  has  been  held  that  a  deed 
of  grant  may  be  delivered  to  the 
donee,  or  to  any  one  who  accepts 
delivery  for  or  on  behalf  of  the 


grantee  without  aeiual  delivery, 
merely  by  declaration  after  signing ; 
so  that  the  deed  was  one  which 
might  have  been  executed  by  the 
grantee  in  the  absence  of  William 
Roupell,  the  supposed  grantee; 
Doe  d.  Gamons  v.  Knigkt,  5  B.  Ar 
C.  671. 
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Bovill  objected  to  its  admissibility  in  evidence  as  being 
unstamped. 

Lush,  however,  urged  that  it  was  offered  in  evidence  to 
show  a  fraud. 

The  learned  Baron  said  that  was  so,  and  he  thought 

that  on  that  ground  he  must  receive  it  (a).     It  was  dated 

February  11,  1856,  and   signed  by  the  witness  William 

Roupell.     It  ran  thus  :— 

"I  have  deposited  with  S.  T.  Whitaker  the  deeds,  &c.,  relating  to  my 
title  to  the  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  in  Great  Warley,  Essex, 
as  security  for  the  proceeds  of  7,400/.  stock  sold  by  him,  and  1  undertake 
to  execute  a  legal  mortgage  to  him  to  secure  the  repayment,  &c." 

Before  Mr.  Longman  made  the  advance  the  witness  said 
he  had  got  a  valuation. 

Bovill  once  more  objected  to  the  evidence,  but 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  witness  at  the  time  and  his  dealings 
with  the  particular  property  now  in  question  were  ad- 
missible. 

The  witness  said  he  got  a  Mr.  Foster  to  make  the  valua- 
tion and  showed  him  the  forged  counterparts  of  leases,  with 
a  statement  of  the  rent,  &c.  The  fictitious  leases  remained 
in  Mr.  Whitaker's  hands  some  time.  Negotiations,  the 
witness  said,  ensued  with  Whitaker  for  a  mortgage  of  the 
whole  estate  to  him  for  12,000/.,  but  for  some  reason  it 
failed.  And,  in  the  result,  the  estate  was  mortgaged  to  the 
present  defendants  for  12,000/. 

Lush  called  for  this  mortgage,  which  was  the  title  deed 
under  which  the  principal  defendants  claimed. 

The  deed  was  produced  and  read.  It  was  dated  the 
23rd  of  July,  1867,  and  was  a  conveyance  of  the  two  farms 
now  in  question,  reciting  the  forged  leases. 

The  forged  leases,  being  produced  and  tendered  in  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiff,  were  dated  in  September,  1856, 

(a)  Holmes  v.  Sixmilh,  7  Exch.  802 ;  Willmms  v.  Gerry,  10  M.  &  W. 
296. 
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This  counterpart   lease   was 
Hqiv  could  it  bear  upon  the  vi 

CuANKELL,  B.,  said  no  dou 
degree  a  new  one.  It  involve 
something  more, 

Shee,  Scrjt,  submitted  that 
pnrt  of  the  history  of  the  fruud^ 

property, 

CfiA>N£LL|  B.^  said  no  dou 
raised,  and  thai  was  a  far  moc 
lidity  of  the  particular  deeti  o 
that  general  issue  of  fraud  hi 
evidence  admissible* 

Sovill  pressed  that  the  im 
the  deed  of  January,  1866,  am 
the  tidmissibtlity  of  the  deed  a 

Tbe  witness  then  went  ou 
purported  to  be  that  of  Sprin 
never  executed  it,  and  that  he 
it,  and  also  forged  the  names 
attesting  witnesses.  The  Icafiftj 
burnt  it  the  night  before  he  1 
March,  1 862,  lie  had  not^  he  i 
^ft  bad  burnt  at  the  same  ti^ 
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Farm.     It  had  been  engrossed  by  Whitaker,  and  was  a 
copy  of  the  fictitious  lease. 

JBovill  again  excepted  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evi- 
dence as  not  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants. 

Lush. — It  is  referred  to  in  their  mortgage. 

The  recital  of  the  lease  to  Haws  was  here  read  from  the 
defendants'  mortgage. 

The  witness  said,  the  forged  counterparts  were  left  with 
Whitaker  with  the  deeds  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
mortgage,  under  which  the  defendants  now  claimed. 

The  defendants'  attorney  in  the  former  action  by  them 
was  now  called  upon  to  state  if  he  had  not  a  counterpart 
of  the  lease  to  Haws. 

Bovillj  however,  elicited  that  he  knew  nothing  about  it 
except  as  attorney  for  the  defendants,  and  then  objected 
that  he  could  not  be  called  upon  to  give  any  evidence  about 
it  at  all. 

Lush  admitted  that  at  all  events  he  was  bound  to  answer 
as  to  whether  he  had  it  in  his  possession,  and  cited  an  au- 
thority from  Roscoe  on  Evidence,  (p.  135,)  to  that  effect; 
and 

The  learned  Baron  so  ruled,  stating  that  he  remembered 
Lord  Lyndhurst  so  ruling  (a)«  ^ 

The  witness  then  stated  that  he  had  had  temporarily  in 
bis  possession  the  deeds  which  purported  to  be  counterpart 
leases  of  the  farm  now  in  question,  and  that  he  had  also 
temporarily  in  his  possession  the  counterparts  of  the 
genuine  leases. 

Lush  now  called  both  for  the  genuine  and  counterfeit 
leases. 

D.  N.  S.  540.  So  he  may  be 
asked  if  it  is  in  Court ;  Dtm/er  v. 
Collins,  7  Exch.  639 ;  but  not,  it 
seems,  to  produce  it,  if  he  had  it 
only  in  confidence  and  as  attorney. 
Sed  vide  Volant  y.  Soyer,  3  C.  B. 
231. 


(a)  See  Bevan  v.  Waters,  1  M. 
8t  M.  410;  an  attorney  may  be 
asked  if  he  is  in  possession  of  a 
particular  document  belonging  to 
his  client,  so  as  to  let  in  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents,  after  notice 
to  produce  it.     Coales  v.  Mudge,  I 
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KoUPStL 

and  Anothcf 
Haws 


Bovill  again  objected ;  but 
The  learned  Baboh  ruled  against  hii 
The  witness  stated  that  be  had  seea 
the  possession  of  the  defendants. 

The  documents  were  now  produced- 

spurious  and  genuine  counterparts  of 

farms  now  in  question.    They  were  ban. 

who  identified  them. 

The  fictitious  and  genuine  leases  were  i 

The  Witness  stated  that  the  night  bef<3 

in  March,  1862,  he  burnt  the  forged  1 

of  the  deeds  now  produced  (those  stat 

were  counterparts.    The  genuine  counte 

he  gave  to  Mr.  Whitaker  just  before  he 

were  the  documents  he  had  taken  out  i 

and  he  had  retained  them  up  to  that  tir 

days  before  he  had  made  a  disclosure  tc 

ZusL—Wh^i  led  to  tbat  disclosure  ? 

Bovill  objected  j  but 

The  learned  Bahok  held  it  admissil 

comes   forward   to   confess   what  no  d 

crimesjand  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  have  a 

the  jurv  all  the  circumstances  which  i 
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The  examination  of  the  witness  was  then  resumed  and 
conducted  to  the  period  of  his  father's  death,  and  the 
transactions  as  to  the  will  of  September,  1856,  said  to  be 
forged. 

Bovill  objected  to.  the  whole  of  this  head  of  evidence. 
The  defendants  set  up  no  will,  and  claimed  under  no  will, 
and  therefore  the  other  side  could  not  enter  into  evidence 
about  it. 

Sheej  Serjt.,  submitted  that,  notwithstanding  this,  the 
evidence  as  to  that  will  was  admissible  and  material. 

Channell,  B. — How  ?  It  might  be  material  to  the 
other  side,  as  going  to  his  credit;  but  if  they  did  not  mean 
to  enter  into  it,  how  could  the  plaintiffs  do  so? 

Shee^  Serjt.,  said  the  defendants  could  not  help  enter- 
ing into  it ;  the  rest  of  the  evidence  disclosing  the  fact  that 
the  witness,  William  Roupell,  acted  as  executor  under  the 
will  of  1856,  not  under  the  deed  of  gift  under  which  they 
claimed. 

Bovill  repeated  that  he  should  not  enter  into  it. 

Lush  urged  that  the  evidence  was  admissible  in  order  to 
show  the  conduct  of  the  witness,  in  derogation  of  his  own 
apparent  title  under  the  deed. 

Channell,  B.,  said  that  might  be  the  better  ground  for 
putting  it. 

J.  Brown  likewise  submitted  that  it  was  admissible, 
because  the  will  of  1850  gave  this  estate  to  Richard  Rou- 
pell, the  plaintiff,  and  that  will  was  recognized  by  the 
codicil  of  August,  1856,  only  a  few  days  before  the  date 
of  this  will  of  September,  1856,  said  to  be  forged;  and  on 
that  ground  also  it  was  admissible. 

Channbll,  B.,  upon  this,  said  he  should  admit  the  evi- 
dence. 

Bovill  excepted,  with  a  view  to  carry  the  exception  with 
the  others  he  had  tendered  to  a  Court  of  Error. 
The  examination  of  the  witness  on  that  bead  was  then 
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1863.  proceeded  with,  and  he  gave  evidence  in  accordance  with 
^•^^^^^^  the  case  as  opened,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  forged  the 
and  Another  will  of  September,  1856,  and  destroyed  the  will  of  1860, 
which  he  said  gave  this  estate  to  the  plaintiff.  The  will 
he  forged  bore  date  on  the  2nd  September,  and  purported 
to  have  been  executed  and  attested  on  that  day.  The  two 
attesting  witnesses  were  William  Roupell,  the  witness,  and 
one  Muggeridge,  who  was  dead,  and  whose  t^on  was 
called  and  denied  his  handwriting. 

Truman  and  Dove,  the  persons  whose  signatures  were 
to  the  deed  of  gift  as  attesting  witnesses,  were  called  for 
the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  they  never,  in  fact,  saw  the 
testator  execute  any  deed,  and  that  they  supposed  they 
were  attesting  a  signature  by  William  Roupell.  Their 
signatures,  however,  were  over  his  and  under  that  of  the 
testator.  This  they  explained  by  stating  that  William 
Roupell  covered  over  the  signature  above  theirs  with  blot- 
ting paper.  On  the  face  of  the  attestation  it  appeared 
that  the  name  of  the  testator  must  have  been  written 
before  they  wrote  their  names  as  the  attesting  witnesses; 
and  they  could  not  swear  they  saw  William  Roupell  write 
anything.  Nor  did  they ;  and  as,  on  the  one  hand,  they 
could  not  state  that  the  testator  did  not  sign  the  deed,  but 
only  that  they  did  not  see  him  do  so  (and  they  were  not 
asked  as  to  his  handwriting),  so,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
could  not,  and  did  not,  state  that  William  Roupell  signed 
the  deed  in  their  presence,  though  their  impression  was 
that  he  did  so  (a).  No  one,  they  stated,  but  William 
Roupell  was  present  when  they  attested. 


(a)  Thus,  therefore,  their  evi- 
dence rather  went  to  disprove  their 
attestation  of  testator's  tignature 
than  his  execution.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  was  for  the  defendants  to 
prove  his  execution,  and  though  by 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  26,  they 
vrere  .relieved  from  calling  the  at- 
testing witnesses,  the  onus  probandi 
was  not  the  less  upon  them.    The 


onus  of  proof,  upon  this  principle, 
no  doubt  lies  upon  him  who  sets  up 
a  will  against  the  heir,  as  to  its  exe- 
cution and  attestation.  And  thus 
if  the  evidence  of  the  attesting 
witnesses  leaves  it  doubtful,  it  if 
fatal  to  the  devisee;  Panton  t. 
WilliamSf  7  Jur.  805;  Burgoyne 
V.  Showier,  8  Jur.  814.  The  same 
principle  would  apply  to  a  deed  of 
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There  was  a  great  deal  of  evidence  that  the  signature  of        ^863. 
the  testator  to  the  deed  was  not   his   handwriting,  and      rqupell 
there  was  a  great  body  of  evidence  on  the  other  side  that   *nd  Another 
it  was. 

Springham  and  Haws,  the  two  tenants,  the  original 
defendants,  were  likewise  called  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
proved  their  names  to  the  counterparts  of  the  new  leases 
to  be  forgeries ;  and  likewise  proved  that  the  testator  gave 
receipts  for  rent,  treated  as  to  repairs  and  allowances,  and, 
in  fact,  dealt  with  the  property  from  June — the  date  of  the 
supposed  deed  of  gift — to  September,  the  month  in  which 
he  died. 


gift,  inter  vivos,  though  the  degree 
of  proof  would  be  different  where 
attestation  was  710/  necessary.  An 
attesting  witness,  it  was  once  held, 
ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  deny 
his  own  attestation ;  Goodtitle  d. 
AUxander  v.  Cayton.A  Burr.  2224. 
Bat  if  (as  in  thb  case)  he  do  deny 
having  seen  the  deed  executed, 
other  evidence  of  the  execution  is 
admissible;  Talbot  v.  tiodson,  7 
Taunt  251 ;  2  Marsh.  527.  And 
where  the  attesting  witness  to  a 
bond  wrote  the  attestation  without 
seeing  the  obligor  execute;  and 
another  person  gave  evidence  that 
the  obligor  signed  the  bond,  but 
did  not  seal  or  deliver  it: — Held, 
that  the  signing  the  bond,  which 
purported  to  be  sealed  with  the 
obligor's  seal,  was  evidence  to  be 
left  to  the  jury  of  the  sealing  and 
delivery,  and  that  they,  disbelieving 
the  second  witness,  had  properly 
found  for  the  defendant ;  Talbot  v. 
Hodson,  2  Marsh.  527;  7  Taunt. 
251.  Evidence  of  handwriting  on 
one  side  is  rebutted  by  similar  evi- 
dence on  the  other  side.  Thus  in  an 
action  against  the  drawer  and  in- 
dorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange :  plea 


denying  the  drawing  and  indorse- 
ment; evidence  for  the  plaintiff  of 
the  defendant's  being  the  hand- 
writing in  which  the  bill  was 
drawn  and  indorsed  :  nnd  an  offer 
by  the  defendant  to  compromise, 
after  action  brought,  was  also 
proved :  for  the  defence,  three 
witnesses  swore  positively  that  the 
writing  was  not  the  defendant's : — 
held,  that  the  three  witnesses  for 
the  defence  rebutted  the  inference 
that  the  writing  upon  the  bill  was 
the  defendant's,  and  that,  without 
an  offer  to  compromise,  as  evi- 
dence recognizing  the  handwriting 
upon  the  bill,  (whether  that  of  the 
defendant  or  of  some  other  person,) 
there  would  .  not  have  been  suffi- 
cient to  go  to  a  jury ;  Harding  y. 
Jones,  1  Tyr.  &  G.  135.  All  pre- 
sumptions may  be  rebutted  by  facts, 
or  by  contrary  and  stronger  pre- 
sumptions ;  Jayne  v.  Price,  5 
Taunt.  326 ;  1  Marsh.  68.  A  case 
established  by  primA  facie  evidence 
may  be  answered  by  another  prim& 
Jacie  case  of  stronger  character. 
Hex  V.  5/.  Mary,  Leicester,  5  Nev. 
&  M.  215 ;  1  Har.  k  WoU.  330. 
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For  the  defence,  Mr,  Edwin  Whitaker,  an  attorney,  a 
brother  of  Mr.  Edward  T,  Whitaker,  who  had  been  Wil- 
liam Roupell's  attorney,  was  called,  and  stated  that  he  saw 
William  Roupell  put  his  own  signature  to  the  deed  of 
gift  (which  he  said  was  executed  by  William  Roupell  in 
February,  1856),  and  he  attested  that  signature.  Then, 
as  to  the  other  attestations  by  Truman  and  Dove  above 
the  attestation  of  William  Roupell's  signature,  he  stated 
that  t)ie  former  attestation,  by  Truman  and  Dove,  was  all 
complete  and  filled  up  when  he  attested  William  RoupelFs 
signature  beneath  it. 

In  cross-examination  the  witness  said  he  had  attested 
other  deeds  of  William  Roupell,  probably  as  many  as 
one  hundred.  Asked  if  persons  ever  executed  a  deed  by 
drawing  a  dry  pen  over  a  signature  already  executed,  he 
said  he  had  known  it  done,  but  not  often,  and  never  by 
William  Roupell  in  his  presence. 

Many  witnesses  were  called  to  state  that,  in  their 
opinion,  the  deed  of  gift  bore  the  genuine  signature  of  the 
testator  (a).  And  a  great  many  documents  were  put  in  on 
both  sides  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  handwriting  (&); 
and  many  skilled  witnesses  on  both  sides  <were  called  to 
speak  upon  such  comparison,  as  a  matter  of  experience 
and  opinion,  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  in 
dispute. 

Some  of  these  witnesses,  tenants  and  others,  had  seen 
the  testator  write,  and  spoke  more  or  less  from  their  own 
knowledge  of  bis  handwriting  (c).     But  others  had  not 


(a)  Which,  however,  had  been 
already  rebutted  in  anticipation  by 
the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
it  was  a  forgery,  vide  ante, 

(b)  Under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1 854, 
t.27. 

(c)  This,  it  will  be  observed,  is 
quite  a  distinct  question  from  the 
admiuibUUy  of  the  documents  for 
purpose  o^comparison,  which  rather 
depends  now  on  the  provision  In 


the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854,s.  27;  for  before  that  act  docu- 
ments were,  in  one  way  or  another, 
either  as  evidence  in  the  cause,  or 
to  represent  a  witness's  recollec- 
tion, admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
comparison;  but  a  witness  could 
not  use  them  for  that  purpose  who 
had  not  seen  the  party,  whose 
writing  was  in  question,  write. 
Although  comparison  of  hand- 
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seen  him  write,and  were  called  merely  as  skilled  witnesses,        1863. 
or  experts  :  and  ^T^^'^^^ 

•  ROUPELL 

The  learned  Baron  especially  directed  the  attention  of  *^^  Another 
these  witnesses  to  the  question,  whether  the  signature  in 
qaestion,  in  their  opinion,  was  a  genuine  or  a  feigned 
signature ;  that  is,  really  the  writer's  own  signature  {a). 

Reliance  was  placed  on  each  side  on  certain  supposed 
peculiarities  in  the  testator's  handwriting  supposed  to  be 
wanting  in  that  in  dispute-^on  certain  peculiarities  in  the 
signature  in  dispute  supposed  to  be  wanting  in  the  tes- 
tator's. And,  on  both  sides,  large  collections  of  genuine 
signatures  were  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  the 
inferences  drawn  from  the  presence  or  absence  of  the  sup- 
posed peculiarities  in  the  disputed  signature  (fi). 


writing  was  not  admissible  evidence 
when  the  fact  to  be  proved  was 
the  handwriting  of  a  particular 
person,  whose  supposed  signature 
was  upon  a  paper  put  into  the 
witness's  hand,  yet  if  such  wit- 
ness had  a  document,  to  which 
was  affixed  the  handwriting  of 
that  person  (as  to  whose  signature 
the  question  arose),  and  which 
document  he  knew  to  have  his 
genuine  subscription,  he  had  a  right 
to  recur  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
re/rething  his  memory;  a  basis  being 
first  laid  in  his  having  once  seen 
the  defendant  sign  his  name, 
though  he  had  forgotten  the  cha- 
racter of  his  handwriting ;  Burr  y. 
Harper^  Holt,  420 — Dallas,  C.  J. 
And  so,  if  a  party  had  received 
letters  from  another,  and  had  acted 
on  them,  it  was  sufficient  to  justify 
him  in  swearing  as  to  his  belief 
of  the  handwriting  of  such  person ; 
Thorpe  V.  Gisbume,2  C.  &  P. 21— 
Best,  C.  J.  And  it  was  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  that  a  person. 


who  saw  the  party  write  once, 
should  think  the  handwriting  like, 
though  he  had  no  belief  on  the 
subject;  but  if  he  had  never  seen 
the  party  vsritey  mere  comparison  of 
hands  would  not  be  admiisible  cvi- 
dence;  GarrelU  v.  Alexander,  4 
Esp.  37 — Kenton.  And  it  was, 
more  recently,  a  moot  point,  whe- 
ther a  skilled  witness  who  had  not 
seen  the  party  write,  and  had  only 
seen  admitted  documents,  could  be 
allowed  to  speak  from  comparison 
of  handwriting.  The  Judges  were 
equally  divided.  Doe  d.  Mudd  v. 
Suckermore,  5  A.  &  £.  703. 

(a)  Perhaps  remembering  the 
case  just  cited,  vide  supra, 

(6)  After  two  or  three  days  thua 
consumed,  the  foreman  of  the  jury 
expressed  their  opinion  to  be,  that 
as  every  man  varied  his  signature 
at  different  times,  from  circum- 
stances of  altered  age,  or  health,  or 
temper  of  mind,  or  position  of  the 
paper,  or  nature  of  the  material, 
paper  or  parchment^  &c«,  or  the 
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1863.  Bavill,  for  the  defendants,  the  mortgagees,  urged  that 

^^""^"^^      the  law  leant  strongly  in  favour  of  possession,  and  the 

ROUPELL  ..   ,  ,  •  .   ,  , 

and  Another  presumption  of  law  was  that  possession  was  with  a  law- 
Haws        ful   title.      The  jury  therefore  were  bound,  before  they 

and  Othew.  fQ^„^  f^^  the  plaintiff,  to  be  quite  satisfied  that  the  deed 
was  forged,  so  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  this  he 
would  undertake  to  show  them  they  could  not  possibly 
be  (a).    The  will  of  1860  might  have  given  the  property 


kind  of  pen  or  ink  used,  &c.  &c., 
this  sort  of  evidence  was  not  of 
much  value.  And  the  learned 
Baron  expressed  a  similar  opinion, 
and  so  did  Bramwell,  B.,  in  a 
case  tried  soon  afler;  Richardson  y. 
Neavet,  post.  No  doubt  skilled  wit- 
nesses may  be  examined  to  prove 
that  the  handwriting  of  an  instru- 
ment is  an  imitated  and  not  a  natural 
band,  and  also  to  prove  that  two 
writings,  suspected  to  be  imitated 
hands,  were  written  by  the  same 
person;  Goodtitle  d.  Revett  v. 
Braham  (trial  at  bar),  4  T.  R. 
497;  but  the  evidence  is  worth 
little. 

Where  a  feigned  issue  was 
directed  by  the  Court  to  try  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  forgery  of  a  signature 
to  a  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  a 
verdict  was  found,  establishing  the 
genuineness  of  it  upon  evidence 
satisfactory  to  the  Judge  who  tried 
the  cause ;  and,  in  the  course  of  the 
trial,  an  inspector  of  franks,  who 
had  never  seen  the  party  *write, 
was  called  to  prove,  that,  from  his 
knowledge  of  handwriting  in  gene- 
ral, the  signature  in  question  was 
not  genuine,  but  an  imitation  ;  this 
evidence  having  been  rejected,  the 
Court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict, 
on  the  ground  that  such  evidence, 
even  inadmissible,  was  entitled  to 
very  little  weight;  and  that,  the 
issue  being  to  satisfy  the  Court,  a 


new  trial  ought  not  to  be  granted, 
unless  for  a  rejection  of  evidence 
which  might  reasonably  have  al- 
tered the  verdict.  Quarty  whe- 
ther such  evidence  be,  in  point  of 
strictness,  admissible  at  all ;  Gkt- 
ney  v.  Langlands,  5  B.  &  A.  330. 
(a)  Sed  vide  ante,  p.  801.  And 
the  principle  of  law  appears  dear 
that  the  heir  takes  by  presumptioD 
of  law,  in  case  of  any  doubt  as  to 
a  disposition  by  devise.  And  as 
to  proof  of  dying  seised ;  seisin  is 
presumed  to  continue  where  the 
evidence  is  quite  as  consistent 
with  one  view  as  the  other,  the 
party  on  whom  the  onus  lies  fails 
to  make  out  his  case;  Crowdbr, 
J.,  Midland  Railway  Company  v. 
Bromley,  1 7  C.  B.  372 ;  Trew  v.  R^ 
5  H.  &  N.  21;-Maulb,  J., 
Jewell  V.  Parr,  13  C.  B.  909.  The 
party  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof 
rests  is  bound  not  merely  to  give 
primA  facie  proof  in  this  sense,  be- 
fore any  evidence  is  given  on  the 
other  side,  but  when  he  has  done 
so,  and  evidence  is  adduced  on  the 
other  side,  it  is  for  the  party  on 
whom  the  onus  of  proof  rests  to 
satisfy  the  jury  of  the  fisct  or  matter 
in  dispute.  Such  at  least  was  the 
argument  for  the  plaintiff,  and  it 
was  not  disapproved  of,  but  rather 
upheld  by  the  learned  Judge.  Et 
vide  ante,  p.  801,  m  lu^ti. 
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to  William  Roupell.     It  was  for  the  jury,  whether  they        1863. 

would  believe  him  as  to  the  contents  of  that  will.     The      ^^^^'^^^ 

Roupell 
old  man  might'  have  executed  the  deed  without  the  pre-   and  Another 

sence  of  witnesses.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  prove,  primd 
facie,  that  the  old  man  executed  the  deed,  and  delivered 
it  to  William  Roupell ;  it  is  for  the  other  sidq  to  satisfy 
the  jury  that  it  was  not  so;  for  the  defendants  are  in  pos- 
session, and  cannot  be  disturbed  but  on  proof  of  a  lawful 
title  in  the  plaintiff;  and  he  cannot  have  such  title  unless 
the  deed  is  invalid.  The  jury,  therefore,  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  must  be  satisfied  that  the  old  man  did  iwt  execute 
the  deed.  But  there  was  a  great  body  of  evidence  to  show 
that  it-  bore  his  signature,  and  it  w^ould  be  quite  enough 
for  the  defendants  that  the  jury  should  doubt  whether  it 
was  or  was  not  so.  It  was  not  for  the  defendants  to  satisfy 
the  jury  that  it  was  so ;  it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  satisfy 
them  that  it  was  not  so  (a).  And  it  would  be  sufficient  for 
them  to  find  a  general  verdict  for  the  defendants,  without 
stating  on  what  ground. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  in  reply,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff,  (there  being  no  question  that  he 
was  the  heir,)  was  primd  facie  entitled  to  recover  the  pro- 
perty (of  which  his  father  died  seised),  unless  the  defend- 
ants had  proved  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  by  the  father 
before  the  death,  or  a  will  bequeathing  it  to  some  one  else; 
and,  accordingly,  it  was  for  the  defendants  to  satisfy  the 


(a)  Vide  tupra,  and  see  the 
cases  there  cited.  Supposing  at- 
testation necessary,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  will,  of  course  the  mere 
denial  by  the  attesting  witnesses, 
unless  their  denial  was  discredited 
or  disproved,  would  be  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff,  as  heir,  to 
recover;  Von  Sleniz  v.  Comyn,  12 
Ir.  L.  R.  622 ;  "Noding  v.  Alluton, 
14  Jur.  907  ;  Panton  v.  Williami, 
7  Jur.  865 ;  Burgoyne  v.  Showier, 

YOL.  III.  3 


8  Jur.  814.  And  though  the 
attesting  witnesses  need  not  now 
be  called,  except  where  by  law 
required,  as  in  the  case  of  a  power 
or  a  will,  if  there  is  no  other  evi- 
dence  of  execution,  the  case  in 
substance  is  the  same.  It  is  for 
the  party  on  whom  the  onus  is  to 
satisfy  the  jury,  and  if  be  does  not, 
then  they  ought  to  find  against 
him ;  CoU  v.  Heydon,  35  L.  T. 
439. 
I     ,  F.P. 
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deed  was  not  valid,  and  if  there  was  any  valid  will  which 
gave  him  a  title  as  devisee,  then  he  could  prefer  his  claim 
as  devisee,  but  he  could  not  be  both  devisee  and  heir-at- 
law.  But  his  father  did  not  die  seised  of  the  estates  if  the 
deed  of  gift  was  a  valid  deed,  and,  therefore,  in  that  case, 
Richard  Roupell  could  not  claim  as  heir-at-  law. 

There  is  another  view  of  the  case  which  has  just  been 
glanced  at,  though  not  strongly  pressed  upon  you,  and 
which  it  will  be  my  duty  to  submit  to  you,  viz.,  that  if  the 
deed  of  gift  is  not  a  valid  deed,  but  there  was  a  will  made 
which  did  not  devise  the  estate  to  Richard  Roupell,  but  to 
soq^  other  person,  that  other  person  being  a  devisee  under 
a  valid  will,  the  will  being  valid  because  the  testator  died 
seised,  then,  though  it  would  not  establish  a  title  in  the 
defendants,  yet  it  would  destroy  for  the  present  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  would  show  the  title  to  be  in  some 
other  person.  In  each  of  these  views,  therefore,  you  will 
see  that  the  validity  of  the  deed  of  gift  is  the  all-important 
question. 

The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  resisted  by  the 
defendants,  first,  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the  deed  of 
gift  was  a  valid  deed,  which  would  take  the  title  out  of  the 
plaintiff;  but  next,  they  set  up  the  deed  of  gift  as  a  valid 
deed,  not  only  to  show  that  the  title  was  out  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  also  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  title  in  them- 
selves, as  mortgagees,  taking  under  William  Roupell. 
They,  however,  also  contend  that  if  upon  the  whole  of  the 
evidence  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  there  was  any  outstand- 
ing will  which  took  the  title  out  of  the  plaintiff,  either  as 
heir-at-law  or  as  devisee,  then,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
present  inquiry,  they  mean  to  rely  upon  that  objection, 
although  it  is  not  an  objection  which  went  to  show  a  title 
in  themselves.  There  may  possibly  be  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  deed  required  attesting  witnesses  or  not. 

It  was  said  that  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  had  been 
opened  as  if  the  names  of  the  attesting  witnesses  were 
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forged,  whereas  it  turned  out  that  they  were  really  signed. 
In  a  certain  sense  their  signatures  or  attestations  were 
forgeries ;  for  if  a  man  were  induced  to  put  his  name  to 
one  instrument,  supposing  it  to  be  another,  it  was  a  fraud, 
if  not  a  forgery,  and  would  invalidate  an  instrument  so 
executed  by  the  maker  or  grantor  under  such  a  mistake  as 
to  its  identity  (a).  In  this  case,  however,  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses really  signed  as  such,  and  said  they  supposed  the 
instrument  to  be  a  lease  by  William  Roupell,  and  so  of  the 
counterpart  leases. 

The  questions  which  I  shall  submit  to  you  for  your 
decision  are  these : — First,  whether  you  are  satisfied  tliat 
the  late  Richard  Palmer  Roupell  signed  the  deed  of  gift  in 
the  presence  of  the  two  attesting  witnesses,  Truman  and 
Dove?  Secondly,  are  you  satisfied  that  the  deed  of  gift 
was  signed  by  Richard  Palmer  Roupell  ?  Thirdly,  are  you 
satisfied  that  the  will  of  the  2nd  of  September,  1856,  was 
a  forgery  ?  and,  Fourthy,  if  you  are  satisfied  that  that  will 
was  a  forgery,  are  you  satisfied  that,  by  the  will  of  1860, 
and  the  codicil  of  1856,  the  Essex  estate  was  devised  to 
Richard  Roupell? 

The  jury  were  absent  some  hours,  and  came  back  with 


(a)  A  party  wlio  executes  a  deed, 
knowing  its  nature,  and  not  de- 
ceived as  to  its  actual  contents, 
cannot,  indeed,  under  the  plea  of 
non  est  factum^  show  that  he  was 
misled  merely  as  to  the  legal  effect 
of  the  deed;  but  be  may  show 
even  under  that  plea  that  he  was 
deceived  as  to  the  actual  contents 
and  nature  of  the  deed,  conceiving 
it  one  deed,  when  it  was  another 
totally  different — a  lease,  for  in- 
stance, instead  of  a  grant ;  Edtoardt 
V.  finnm,  1  Cro.  &  J.  312 ;  and  he 
may,  under  the  special  plea,  show 
that  he  was  misled  as  to  the  legal 
effect  and  operation  of  the  deed; 


Ibid,  This,  of  course,  would  be 
the  same  thing  in  ejectment,  where 
there  are  no  pleadings  at  all.  And 
it  has  been  held,  that  fraud  in  ob- 
taining the  delivery  of  a  lease,  the 
execution  of  which  was  obtained 
bon&Jide^  affects  it  equally  as  if  used 
to  obtain  the  execution,  deliveiy 
making  it  a  lease;  Lord  Jbingdom 
V.  Butler,  1  Ves.  jun.  208.  Nor 
was  there  wanting  evidence  in 
this  case,  that  William  Roupell 
was  in  the  habit  of  getting  signa- 
tures by  this  sort  of  trickery,  the 
substitution  of  one  instrument  for 
another.     Vide  ante. 
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the  following  answers  to  the  questions  put  to  them  : — Did        1863. 
Richard  Palmer  Roupell  sign  the  deed  in  the  presence  of  ^"^"^ 

the  two  attesting  witnesses  ? — No.     Was  the  deed  signed    and  Another 
and  sealed  by  Richard   Palmer  Roupell? — Not  agreed.        haws 
Is  the  will  of  the  2nd  of  September  a  forgery  ?— Yes.   Did    ^^  ^*«"- 
the  will  of  1850  devise  the  Essex  estate  to  Richard  Rou- 
pell ? — No  evidence. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contended  that,  upon  the 
findings  of  the  jury  already  given,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  upon  his  title  as  heir,  as  his  heirship  was  ad- 
mitted (a),  supposing  that  there  was  no  devise  to  any  one 
else,  which  was  now  negatived  as  to  the  will  of  1856,  and 
not  proved  as  regarded  the  will  of  1850. 

Channell,  B. — ^That  referred  to  another  paper  in  ques- 
tion, as  to  whether  the  will  of  1850  devised  the  estate  to 
any  one  else  than  the  plaintiff. 

The  learned  Baron  again  put  the  questions  to  the  jury 
in  writing,  in  the  following  order,  and  with  one  additional 
question.  Was  Richard  Roupell  the  heir-at-law  ?  Did 
Richard  Palmer  Roupell  sign  the  deed  ?  Did  he  sign  it 
in  the  presence  of  the  two  witnesses  ?  Was  the  will  of  the 
2nd  September,  1856,  a  forged  will?  If  so,  did  the  will 
of  1850  and  the  codicil  of  1856  devise  the  estate  to  Richard 
Roupell,  or  to  some  other  person  ? 

The  jury  again  retired,  and  were  absent  for  hours,  and,« 
at  their  request,  counsel  on  both  sides  agreed  that  they 
should  be  supplied   with  reasonable  refreshment.    They 
then  came  back. 

During  the  absence  of  the  jury,  there  ensued  a  discus- 
sion between  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  as  to  the  onus  of 
proof  on  the  main  question. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  contended  that  as  his  heirship  was  admitted, 


(a)  That  would  depend  upon  hahly  was  a  case  in  which  the  im- 
the  oma  of  proof,  as  to  which,  vide  portance  of  the  onus  of  proof  was 
ante  et  pott.     There   never  pro-      more  strongly  illustrated. 
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and  the  father  died  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  estate, 
and  so  died  seised,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  verdict 
if  the  defendants  failed  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  deed 
was  genuine. 

Bovill,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that,  as  primA 
facie  proof  had  been  given  of  the  deed,  and  the  plaintiff 
undertook  to  prove  that  it  was  a  forgery,  they  were  en- 
titled to  the  verdict  if  he  failed  to  satisfy  the  jury  of  the 
forgery. 

Ultimately,  after  great  consideration, 

The  learned  Baron  said  the  moment  the  plaintiff's  heir- 
ship was  admitted,  it  became  a  question  whether  the  tes- 
tator died  seised  of  the  estate.  The  defendants  contended 
that  he  did  not,  because  of  the  deed  of  gift,  and  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  destroy  that  deed  by 
showing  it  to  be  forged.  He  was  not,  therefore,  sure  that 
the  ordinary  rule  of  law  as  to  onus  of  proof  applied  ;  but, 
upon  the  whole  of  the  case,  the  jury  would  say  whether 
the  deed  was  or  was  not  executed  by  old  Roupell. 

After  some  hours  consultation,  the  jury  not  being  able 
to  agree, 

The  learned  Baron  directed  them  to  be  sent  for  into 
Court  and  said  he  should  now  withdraw  the  written  ques- 
tions, and  direct  the  jury  for  a  general  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendants.  He  explained  to  them  that  his 
object  in  propounding  to  them  these  particular  questions 
was  to  avoid,  if  possible,  the  enormous  expense  to  which 
the  parties  would  be  put  by  a  new  trial,  in  the  event  of 
any  dispute  as  to  the  law ;  and  to  enable  the  Court  to  de- 
termine any  such  question  of  law  upon  the  specific  finding 
of  the  jury,  without  sending  the  parties  down  to  a  new 
trial,  which  might  be  the  result  in  the  case  of  a  general 
verdict.  As,  however,  they  were  unable  to  agree  as  to  the 
specific  question,  which  was,  in  fact,  the  main  question  in 
the  cause,  he  must  now  tell  them  that,  in  point  of  law. 
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they  were  not  bound  to  answer  any  specific  questions,  and 
were  at  liberty  to  give  a  general  verdict  either  for  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendants,  as  the  case  might  be.    In  order 
to  enable  them,  however,  to  do  so,  he  was  bound  to  direct 
them  as  to  the  law,  and  he  now  proposed  to  do  so ;  and 
he  need  not  tell  them  that  though  they  were  judges  of  the 
facts  they  were  bound  to  take  the  law  from  him,  and  if  he 
were  wrong  in  the  direction  he  gave  them  the  Court  could 
set  it  right.     It  is  admitted  (said  the  learned  Baron)  that 
the  plaintiff  is  heir-at-law ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  on 
the  assumption  that  his  father  died  seised  of  the  estate,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover,  unless  his  title  as  heir  is  dis- 
placed either  by  deed  or  will.     Now,  it  is  displaced  if  the 
deed  of  gifl  of  the  9th  of  January,  1856,  was  good  and 
valid — that  is,  a  genuine  deed.     But  I  am  further  of  opi- 
nion that,  the  plaintiffs  title  as  heir-at-law  being  admitted, 
the  onus  of  establishing  that  deed  of  gift  so  as  to  displace 
the  plaintiff's  title  as  heir-at-law  is  on  the  defendants. 
Therefore,  prima  faciei  you  must  take  the  case  for  the 
plaintiff  as  heir-at-law  as  established,  and  you  must  then 
see  whether  the  defendants  have  sustained  the  onvs  of 
proof  which  rests  upon  them  to  establish  the  validity  of 
the  deed.     But  if  they  have  done  so,  and  have  made  out 
that  the  deed  was  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  Richard 
Palmer  Roupell,  then  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  have  dis- 
placed the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  heir-at-law ;  because 
then  Richard  Palmer  Roupell  had  parted  with  the  estate 
by  means  of  the  deed  of  gift  so  executed  in  his  lifetime, 
and  so  did  not  die  ''  seised "  of  the  estate,  and  so  the 
plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  as  heir.    Then 
the  question  arises  whether,  although  there  may  be  no 
displacement  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  heir-at-law,  by 
reason. of  the  deed  of  gift,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a 
forgery,  and  so  not  a  good  and  valid  deed,  it  may  be  that 
the  plaintiff's  title  as  heir  is  displaced  upon  the  ground  that 
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there  has  been  a  devise  of  the  estate  to  some  other  person 
than  the  plaintiff;  and,  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  there 
was  a  devise  of  the  estate  by  the  will  of  1850  to  any  one 
else  than  the  plaintiff,  then  his  title  as  heir  is  displaced, 
unless  that  will  also  was  destroyed  by  the  will  of  the  2nd 
of  September,  1856;  and  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  the 
latter  will  of  the  2nd  of  September,  1856,  was  a  forgeryi 
then  you  will  have  to  consider  whether  you  are  satisfied 
that  the  will  of  1850,  confirmed  as  it  was  by  the  codicil 
of  the  30th  of  August,  1856,  devised  this  estate  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  to  any  other  person.  But  if  the  deed  is  not 
established,  then  his  title  as  heir  will  arise,  unless  there  is 
a  devise  to  some  one  else,  and  to  displace  his  title  as  heir 
you  must  see  that  there  was  either  a  good  deed  or  a  devise 
to  some  one  else.  Consider,  therefore,  whether  the  deed 
was  a  good  and  valid  deed  or  not,  by  which,  of  course,  I 
mean,  whether  it  was  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by 
Richard  Palmer  Roupell ;  and  next  consider,  whether  or 
not  there  was  any  devise  of  this  estate  to  any  one  else 
than  the  plaintiff;  and  having  considered  those  points, 
then  find  your  verdict  according  to  the  law  as  I  have  thus 
explained  it  to  you,  either  for  the  plaintiff  or  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  Foreman  of  the  jury  said  they  had  very  carefully 
considered  these  questions  already,  and  with  the  utmost 
anxiety  to  save  the  parties,  if  possible,  the  expense  of  a 
new  trial ;  and  he  might  as  well  at  once  say  that  they  were 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  deed  never  was  intended 
to  be  made  by  the  testator,  though  some  of  them  were  of 
opinion  that  his  signature  to  it  had,  in  fact,  been  obtained 
by  the  fraud  of  William  Roupell. 

The  learned  Baron  said  the  question  was  whether  it  was 
signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  Richard  Palmer  Roupell 
as  his  act  and  deed. 
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The  Foreman.— We  all  agree  that  it  was  a  fraud,  though        1863. 
some  of  us  think  that  it  was  not  even  his  signature,  and      roupjjll 
others  of  us  think  that  it  was  (a).  and  Another 

0. 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  could  only  repeat  that  the        Hjws 

and  uthefs* 
onus  of  establishing  that  the  deed  was  signed,  sealed  and 

delivered  by  Richard  Palmer  Roupell  as  his  deed  was  upon 

the  defendants,  and  unless  the  jury  were  satisfied,  upon  the 

whole  of  the  evidence,  that  the  deed  was  so  signed,  sealed 

and  delivered   by  Richard  Palmer  Roupell,  they  should 

find  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  because  then,  if  the  onus 

of  proof  rests  upon  the  defendants,  they  have  not  sustained 

that  burden  of  proof,  and  if  they  left  it  in  the  mind  of  the 

jury  uncertain,  then  they  ought  to  find  their  verdict  for  the 

plaintiff— that  is,  that  the  deed  was  not  signed,  sealed  and 

delivered  by  old  Roupell.     It  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiff 

is  heir-at-law,  and  so  is  entitled  to  recover  the  estate  if  his 

father  died  seised  of  it.      If  his  father  disposed  of  his 

property  in  his  lifetime  he  did  not  die  seised  of  it,  and  so 

he  did  not  die  seised  of  it  if  the  deed  was  signed,  sealed 

and  delivered  by  him;  and  you  must  understand  that  the 

defendants,  as  the  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  them,  are 

bound  to  establish  that  the  deed  was  signed,  sealed  and 

delivered  by  him,  and  if,  though  there  is  evidence  on  the 

one  side  or  the  other,  they  have  not  established  that  to 

your  satisfaction,  they  have  failed  to  show  that  there  was 

a  deed  which  would  take  the  property  out  of  old  Roupell 

and  vest  it  in  his  son  William.     If  you  are  satisfied  the 

deed  was  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  old  Roupell,  then 

you  need  not  trouble  yourself  about  the  will,  but  if  it  was 

not,  or  if  that  fact  is  not  made  out  to  your  satisfaction,  then 

consider  whether  there  was  any  devise  which  took  the 

estate  from  the  heir,  and  if  not,  find  for  the  plaintiff,  be- 

(fl)  This  was  clearly,  on  the  au-  gro.und,  but  on  forgery,  probably 

thorities,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the  verdict  would  not  have  stood, 

the  heir-at-law,  but  then,  as  the  Fi</epfrBRAifWELL,B.,  next  case, 

case  had  not  been  rested  on  that  Richardson  v.  Neavet. 
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^'-^-'^-^  there  was  either  a  deed  or  a  will  which  took  the  estate 

RourELL  /.,.,.  1 

and  Another  away  from  him  and  gave  it  to  some  one  else. 
Haws 


andOthen. 


Shee,  Serjty  submitted  that  after  the  answers  which  the 
jury  had  already  given  to  the  questions,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  verdict ;  but 

Sovill  contended  to  the  contrary ;  and 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  could  not,  as  the  matter  now 
stood,  direct  a  verdict  either  for  the  plaintiff  or  the  defend- 
ants (a).     The  jury  must  consider  their  verdict. 

The  Foreman. — We  are  not  satisfied  that  Richard 
Palmer  Roupell  ever  executed  any  deed  of  gift  to  his  son 
WilUam. 

Shee,  Serjt. — That  is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

BovilL — No,  no.  Some  of  the  jury,  as  I  understand, 
are  of  opinion  that  the  old  man  did  actually  sign  the 
deed. 

Several  of  the  jury. — Yes  (i). 

The  learned  Baron  said  he  had  no  power  by  law  to 
compel  the  jury  to  answer  specific  questions  ;  and  as  they 
are  unable  to  agree  on  the  one  essential  question,  he  could 
not  direct  a  verdict  to  be  entered  one  way  or  the  other. 
He  could  only  require  the  jury  to  consider  their  verdict, 
and  find  for  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant. 

After  some  hours'  consideration  the  jury  were  unable  to 
agree,  and  ultimately. 

Jury  discharged,  by  consent 


(o)  Fu/e  ante,  p.  808.  The  case 
had  been  conducted  throughout  on 
the  hypothesis  of  forgery,  and  the 
plaintiflTs  chief  witness  swore  posi- 


tively to  it.     Vide  per  Bram well, 
B.,  Richardson  v,  Neavei,  poti, 
(6)  Sed  vide  anU,  pp.  808,  813. 
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Maidstone  Crown  Court,  coram  Bramwell,  JB.  1863. 

RICHARDSON  v.  NEAVE9  and  another.  Kent 

~—y  Summer  AiHzet, 

JiiJECTMENT  for  an  undivided  moiety  of  certain  tene-  In  an  action  of 

.       .  „      .,  ejectment,  the 

mentS  at  Hoatn.  plaintiff  claim- 

SheCj  Serjt,  and  Hannen,  for  the  plaintiff.  and  stating,  as 

-rr      1 »  ,    -rx         /.        1       1   /.      1  *  witnesa,  that 

Hawkins  and  JJayj  for  the  defendants.  a  deed  under 

.  •  1    ^^>ch  the  de- 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  was  devisee  with  defendant 

his  brother,  under  the  will  of  his  father,  by  which  the  pro-  forgery  by 

perty  was  devised  to  his  mother  for  life,  and  then  to  him-  pa'3^!^h'^i,ad 

self  and  his  brother,  as  tenants  in  common.  personated  the 

That  his  father  died  in  1814,  and  his  mother  died  in  jury  were  told 
1850,  and  that  he  then  became  entitled.  '^otel'^T^n^ 

Shee^  Serjt.,  opened  these  facts  and  the  title  by  will  was  t^at  t?ie*pl«^n- 

admitted  (a) ;  but  he  also  opened  that  the  defendants  denied  |j?^*^  \^^^ 

title  under  a  deed  supposed  to  have  been  executed  by  the  defrauded  out 

plaintiff  in  December,  1844,  conveying  his  moiety  abso-  of  the  deed,  as 

lutely  to  one  Cross,  and  that  he  should  prove  that,  in  point  that  he  had™ 

of  fact,  the  plaintiff  never  executed  this  deed,  and  that  it  never  executed 
r  X  •     1  •    ,  111  It  at  all,  and 

was  a  forgery  by  some  third  party  who  had  personated  such  a  theory, 

1  .  therefore, 

*^im.  ^ould  be  in- 

The  plaintiff  was  called,  and  denied  that  he  ever  exe-  cpn««tcnt  with 

,    ,       ,      ,  11.,  .    .  .        .         themainevi- 

cuted  the  deed  ;  and,  being  shown  it  in  cross-exammation,  denceon  which 
declared  that  he  had  never  received  money  from  Cross  ;    "  *^***  "*  *  ' 
and  had  never  been  to  his  office  with  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses. 

The  deed  was  in  terms  an  absolute  conveyance,  in  con- 
sideration of  130/.,  for  which  a  receipt  was  indorsed;  and 
was  signed  "  Thomas  Richardson,"  and  attested  by  one, 

(n)  That  is,  that  the  will  gave  devise  had  taken  effect  Not  that 
the  moiety  of  the  estate  to  a  the  plaintiff  was  the  real  Thomas 
Thomas  Richardson,  and  that  the      Richardson. 
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Cross  (son  of  the  grantee),  and  one,  Pitt  The  attesting 
witness.  Cross,  was  dead.  The  other,  Pitt,  was  called  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  declared  that  though  he  saw  the  deed  exe- 
cated  by  a  person  who  called  himself  Thomas  Richard- 
son (a),  the  plaintiff  was  not  that  person.  He,  however, 
had  never  before  seen  the  person  who  executed  (i). 

Hawkins,  for  the  defence,  called  an  attorney  who  had 
wound  up  the  affairs  of  Cross,  the  grantee,  and  who  proved 
that  after  his  death,  in  1854,  the  plaintiff  saw  him  about 
the  matter  and  admitted  that  he  had  executed  a  mortgage 
to  Cross  for  100/.,  but  denied  the  receipt  of  more,  and 
declared  it  was  only  a  mortgage.  A  letter  among  the 
papers  of  Cross,  however,  showed  that  the  transaction  was 
intended  to  be  one  of  mortgage,  and  the  witness  said  be 
80  treated  it.  The  property,  however,  being  sold,  did  not 
realize  enough  to  cover  the  amount  for  which  it  was 
security.  One,  Wilkinson,  acted  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
matter,  and  letters  from  him  were  produced  in  conGrma- 
tion.  Wilkinson  who,  as  the  plaintiff  had  admitted,  had 
acted  for  him  in  1854,  was  also  called  for  the  defendants 
and  confirmed  this  evidence. 

S/iee,  Serjt.,  objected  that  the  witness  could  not  disclose 
anything  that  passed  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  as 
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letters  produced,  as  his  attorney.     The  witness  said,  he        1863. 

did  so  (a).  ^  ^^ 

.  .      Richardson 

It  was  admitted  that  the  defendants  had  purchased  in  v. 

1854,  from  the  representatives  of  Cross,  and  had  a  con-    andAnoSer. 

veyance  from  them. 

Hawkins,  for  the  defendants,  submitted  that  it  was  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  title. 

Shee,  Serjt,  submitted  that  he  had  done  so  by  the  will ; 
and  that  it  was  for  the  defendants  to  make  out  clearly 
that  he  had  executed  the  deed;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  been  defrauded  out  of  his  execution  of  it. 

Bramwell,  B.,  told  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  if  he  had  not  executed  the  deed,  and  that 
it  was  for  them  to  say  whether  he  had  done  so.  There 
was  strong  evidence  that  he  had,  and  as  to  the  evidence 
of  Pitt,  the  attesting  witness,  it  was  rather  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  man  who  had  executed. 
If  there  was  any  doubt,  it  was  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff 
who  delayed  his  suit  so  long,  until  Cross,  who  knew  the 
real  Thomas  Richardson,  and  his  son,  the  other  attesting 
witness,  were  dead  ;  unless  they  were  satisfied  that  he  did 
not  execute  the  deed,  they  should  find  for  the  defendants, 
whom  he  had  allowed  to  be  so  long  in  possession,  though 
not  so  long  as  to  be,  per  se,  a  legal  bar  to  his  recovery. 
As  to  his  having  been  defrauded  out  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  the  jury  would  not  do  well  to  entertain  that 
hypothesis  at  all ;  for  his  case  had  been  that  he  did  not 
execute  a  deed  at  all ;  and  if  he  could  not  be  credited  as 
to  that,  then  there  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  con- 
clusion in  his  favour  on  any  other  ground. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  Still  no  evidence  of  the  Smith  nor  Wilkinson  had  ever 
identity  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  seen  the  real  man ;  and  CroM  and 
real  Tbomas  Richardson.    Neither     his  son  were  dead. 
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Neweattle 
Winter  AtHxes, 

WlOHTMAMfJ., 

allowed  the  de- 
position made 
Dy  a  witness  to 
be  put  into  his 
hands  to  re- 
fresh his  me- 
mory, and  he 
was  then  asked 
what  he  said 
about  a  fact 
which  he  had 
answered 
before  in  the 
negative,  and 
answered  the 
question 
affirmatively. 


Newcastle,  coram  Wightman,  J. 
REGINA  r.  QUIN. 

XHE   prisoner   was  indicted    for  the  manslaughter  of 
Martin  Linski,  on  the  3rd  of  October  last,  at  Newcastle. 

Davison  and  Headlam,  for  the  prosecution. 

BUzckwell,  for  the  defence. 

The  prisoner,  it  appeared,  was  going  home  on  the  night 
of  the  3rd  of  October  last,  carrying  a  bundle  of  groceries 
under  his  arm,  when  he  and  the  deceased  came  in  contact 
Prisoner  begged  pardon,  upon  which  deceased  knocked 
him  down,  scattering  the  contents  of  his  bundle.  They 
had  two  rounds  after  this,  deceased's  friend  who  was  with 
him  interfering  and  taking  part.  After  the  third  round, 
prisoner  was  observed  to  have  a  knife  in  his  hand.  There 
was  then  a  cry  that  deceased  was  stabbed,  and  he  was 
taken  to  a  cheaiist's  shop  in  the  immediate  neighbour- 
hood, when  it  was  found  he  had  been  stabbed  in  the  neck, 
and  he  died  in  a  very  few  minutes. 

The  prisoner  was  charged  with  manslaughter.  One  of 
the  witnesses,  Charles  Francis  Jackson,  was  asked  by  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  in  cross-examination,  "  Whether, 
when  the  prisoner  struck  the  blow  with  the  knife,  the 
deceased  man,  Linski,  did  not  seem  as  if  he  was  going  to 
strike  the  prisoner  ?"     The  witness  answered,  "  No." 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  then  drew  the  learned  counsel's  atten- 
tion to  the  witness's  deposition,  and  handed  it  down  to  him, 
saying,  "  You  may  put  it  into  his  hands  to  look  at,  you 
don't  thereby  make  it  evidence.  He  may  look  at  it  to 
refresh  his  memory." 
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The  deposition  of  the  witness  was  then  put  into  his        1863. 
hands,  and  after  he  had  looked  at  it, 

His  Lordship  said,  "  Well,  having  read  that,  what  do 
you  say  ?" 

The  witness  then  said,  "Yes,  he  did  "(a). 

The  defence  urged  was,  that  the  prisoner  used  his  knife 
in  self-defence,  believing  that  the  deceased  and  his  friend 
were  about  to  rob  him. 

The  jury  acquitted  the  prisoner. 


jDurhaniy  coram  Wightman,  J. 

REGINA  V.  HEATON.  _  ^rham 

Winter  Attizet, 

J  AMES  HEATON  was  indicted  for  bigamy  in  having  Bigaray*--The 

®       •'  °  burden  of  proof 

married  Isabella  Mordue,  at  Crook,  on  the  17th  of  August  that  a  priioner 

last,  his  wife  by  a  former  marriage  being  then  alive.    The  bi^myhainot 

been  conti- 
nually absent 

Maule,  for  the  prosecution,  called  a  witness  who  was  foj^vcn  years, 


prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty.  ^*"  *^"^" 

Maule,  for  the  prosecuti 

present  when  the  prisoner  married  his  wife  eleven  years  »nd  that  she 

.  was  not  known 

ago.    The  prisoner  lived  with  her  some  years.    She  was  to  him  to  be 

vet  alive  living  within 

yei  aiive.  ^I^at  Ume,  is  on 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — How  loug  did  the  prisoner  live  with  and  not  on  the 
her,— as  much  as  four  years?  Eeldb^    ^"^ 

The  witness  could  not  say  how  long.     It  might  be  four  Wiohtmam, 
T^      ,.  t  ,  J-s  for  how 

years.     He  did  not  know.  can  the  pri^ 

sonerprovea 

The  learned  Judgb  asked,  can  you  carry  the  case  any  negative,  that 
further?  This  evidence  is  not  enough.  The  statute  24  &  25  knowt"*^ 
Vict.  c.  100,  s.  57,  says,  "Whosoever  being  married  shall 
marry  any  other  person  during  the  life  of  the  former  hus- 
band or  wife,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony;"  and  then  the 
proviso  says,  "  Provided,  that  nothing  in  this  section  con- 
tained shall  extend  to  any  person  marrying  a  second  time 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Froud,  2  Den.  C.  C.  245. 
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1863.  whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  been  continually  absent 
from  such  person  for  the  space  of  seven  years  then  last 
past,  and  shall  not  have  been  known  by  such  person  to  be 
living  within  that  time." 

How  is  it  possible  for  any  man  to  prove  a  negative? 
The  prisoner  cannot  do  that. 

ilfat^/esaid  it  had  been  thrown  out  by  CoLBRiDGE,J.(a)y 
that  the  onus  of  proving  non-liability  in  a  case  of  this  kind 
was  on  the  prisoner. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — How  can  he  prove  he  did  not  know  ? 

Maule, — It  would  be  competent  for  him  to  prove  his 
absence  from  her  for  seven  years,  and  that  he  might  have 
been  under  circumstances  which  precluded  his  bearing 
of  her.  He  referred  to  Regina  v.  Thomas  Jones  (6), 
where  the  prisoner's  first  wife  had  left  him  sixteen  years, 
and  the  second  wife  proved  that  she  had  known  him 
for  about  ten  years  living  as  a  single  man,  and  that  she 
had  never  heard  of  the  first  wife,  who  had  been  living 
seventeen  miles  from  where  the  prisoner  resided ;  and  in 
which  case  Crbsswell,  J.,  directed  an  acquittal. 

If  brought  within  the  presumption  of  knowledge,  it 
seemed  it  would  not  be  strong  enough. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  that  in  this  case  there 
is  no  evidence  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute.  There  was  no 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  and  his  wife  had  lived  together 
within  the  seven  years,  or  that  he  knew  she  was  alive. 
There  was  evidence  of  their  marriage  eleven  years  ago, 
but  no  evidence  how  long  he  had  lived  with  his  wife  after 
the  marriage.  In  that  case  the  verdict  must  be  not 
guilty. 

Yerdict  accordingly. 

{a)  See  JUg.  v.  Maty  Briggt,  26  L.  J.,  M.  C.  7. 
{b)  Car.  &  M.  614. 
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Carlisle,  coram  Martin,  B.  1863. 

REGINA  r.  BROWN.  X/i^ 

\\r  Spring  Assizes. 

W  ILLIAM  BROWN,  aged  eighteen,  and  Isaac  Swindle  The 9th  sect. 

were  indicted  for  damaging  the  dwelling-house  of  John  cious  Injuries 

Gate,  at  Forge,  by  the  explosion  of  gunpowder,  on  the  12th  ^^^2V&\5 

of  January  last,  one  John  Gate  and  his  wife  being  therein,  Vict,  c.97,  was 
•^  o  '  intended  to 

under  the  9th  sect,  of  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97.  apply  to  mali- 

cious in  juries 
Campbell  Foster  for  the  prosecution.  to  houses  by 

throwing  ex- 
Scott  for  the  prisoners.  plosive  sub- 

It  appeared  that  in  the  county  of  Cumberland  there  is  a  orilito  them, 
custom  in  country  places  when  a  wedding  has  taken  place  7*'^"^^^^,^ 
in  a  family  for  the  neighbours  to  assemble  with  guns  and  or  injure  the 
fire  a  kind  of  feu  dejoie  in  honour  of  the  event,  the  bride-  not  to  cases  of 
groom  or  his  friends  treating  them.     In  pursuance  of  this  ^hie?o"  a«»ult. 

custom  the  prisoners  and  several  others,  on  the  12th  of  So*««by 

'^  •  .  Martin,  B. 

January,  proceeded  from   Keswick  to  Forge  with  a  gun 

thus  to  celebrate  the  marriage  of  John  Gate's  daughter 

with  a  young  man   named  Noble.     On  arriving  at  Gate's 

house  they  asked  for  drink,  and  said  they  had  come  to 

shoot.     Noble  treated  them  to  beer,  and  gave  Swindle, 

who  had  the  gun,  2^.  6d,  not  to  fire.     Having  got  the  beer 

they  wanted  something  to  eat,  but  were  put  out  of  Gate's 

house.    They  then  began  to  fire  the  gun — at  first  in  front  of 

the  house,  then  they  fired  under  the  door,  filling  the  house 

with  smoke,  Mrs.  Gate  hanging  a  cloak  before  the  door, 

to  try  and  keep  it  out.     Not  content  with  this,  they  fired 

off  the  gun  next  through  the  key-hole  of  the  door,  and 

being  out  of  percussion  caps  used  a  lighted  candle  for  the 

purpose  applied  to  the  nipple.    The  effect  of  this  shot  was 

to  drive  out  the  key  with  great  violence  into  the  house, 

cutting  the  arm  of  Mrs.  Gate,  which  it  came  across,  and 

knocking  old  Mr.  Gate  insensible  off  his  chair,  by  striking 

him  on  the  head.     It  also  blew  the  lock  of  the  door  to  pieces 

YOL.  III.  3  K  F.F. 
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1863.  and  split  the  doer.  This  was  the  evidence  chiefly  relied  on 
as  bringing  the  case  within  the  provision  of  the  9th  sect 
of  the  Malicious  Injuries  to  Property  Act  (a).  The 
prisoners  were  afterwards  very  abusive  and  violent  on  the 
inmates  rushing  out  to  capture  them  and  their  gun. 

Martin,  B.,  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecu- 
tion,  was  of  opinion  that  the  statute  was  not  meant  to 
apply  to  such  a  case  as  this,  but  rather  to  malicious  in- 
juries to  houses,  by  placing  or  throwing  explosive  sub- 
stances against  or  into  them,  with  intent  to  destroy  such 
house  or  injure  the  inmates.  This  was  more  in  the  nature 
of  a  wanton  mischief  or  assault,  and  he  regretted  that  he 
had  not  acceded  to  an  application  made  to  him  that  morn- 
ing for  leave  to  prefer  another  indictment  for  an  assault. 
His  Lordship  then  warned  the  prisoners  not  again  to  ven- 
ture on  such  outrageous  conduct,  and  directed 

An  acquittal. 

(a)  Sect.  9  of  the  stat.  24  &  25  of  felony,    and    being    conricted 

Vict.  c.  97,  is  as  follows : — "  Who-  thereof  shall  be  liable  at  the  discre- 

soever  shall  unlawfully  and  mali-  tion  of  the  Court  to  be  kept  in 

ciously,  by  the  explosion  of  gun-  penal  servitude  for  life,  or  for  any 

powder   or    other    explosive  sub-  term  not  less  than  three  years,  or 

stance,    destroy,    throw  down  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  time  not 

damage  the  whole  or  any  part  of  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  with- 

any   dwelling-house,    any    person  out  hard  labour,  and  with  or  with- 

being  therein,  or  of  any  building,  out  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a 

whereby  the  life  of   any  person  male  under    the   age  of  sixteen 

■hall  be  endangered,  shall  be  guilty  years,  with  or  without  whipping." 


I  Yorkj  coram  Melhr,  J. 

York 
Summer  Jakes.  REGINA  V.    MICK. 

quesnoiilng*  *^^  -LHE   prisoner  was  indicted   for    feloniously  wounding 
prisoners  by      Isaac  Braithwaite,  near  Selby,  with  a  knife,  on  the  23rd  of 

policemen,  and  ,       ,  •' 

thus  extracting  May,  with  intent  to  do  him  some  grievous  bodily  harm. 

confessions 

from  them,  John  Smith  for  the  prosecution. 

though  it  does 

not  render  the  evidence  so  obtained  inadmissible,  is  one  which  the  Judges  strongly  repto^ 

bate,  and  which  ought  not  to  be  permitted. 
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The  facts  were,  that  there  was  a  disturbance  in  a  public  1863. 
house,  in  the  course  of  which  the  prisoner  struck  the  pro- 
secutor with  a  knife.  On  being  taken  into  custody  by  the 
police  on  this  charge,  the  prisoner  said,  "  I  have  done  no 
harm  to  any  one.'^  When  at  the  police  station  the  super- 
intendent, George  Ball,  said  to  the  prisoner,  ''At  the  time 
when  you  were  taken  into  custody  you  stated  you  had  done 
no  harm  to  any  one.  I  am  now  told  you  have  made  a 
different  statement."  The  prisoner  then  said,  "  Yes,  sir, 
I  will  tell  the  truth."  The  superintendent  said,  ''Stop, 
you  must  understand  you  need  not  say  anything  unless 
you  like,  and  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  you." 
The  prisoner  then  made  a  statement  of  what  he  had  done. 

Mellor,  J.  (to  the  witness). — I  think  the  course  you 
pursued  in  questioning  the  prisoner  was  exceedingly  im- 
proper. I  have  considered  the  matter  very  much :  many 
Judges  would  not  receive  such  evidence.  The  law  does 
not  intend  you,  as  a  policeman,  to  investigate  cases  in  that 
way.  I  entirely  disapprove  of  the  system  of  police  officers 
examining  prisoners.  The  law  has  surrounded  prisoners 
with  great  precautions  to  prevent  confessions  being  extorted 
from  them,  and  the  magistrates  are  not  allowed  to  question 
prisoners,  or  to  ask  them  what  they  have  to  say ;  and  it  is 
not  for  policemen  to  do  these  things.  It  is  assuming  the 
functions  of  the  magistrate  without  those  precautions 
which  the  magistrates  are  required  by  the  law  to  use,  and 
assuming  functions  which  are  entrusted  to  the  magistrates 
and  to  them  only.  The  evidence  is  admissible,  but  I 
entirely  disapprove  of  this  way  of  obtaining  it. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty  of  unlawful  wounding, 
and  sentenced  to 

Twelve  months'  imprisonment. 


3k  2 
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York 
Spring  AatiMU, 
"Where  two 
prisoners  are 
tried  for  a  joint 
offence,  and 
one  pleads 
guilty,  and  It 
was  proposed 
to  call  the  wife 
of  the  prisoner 
who  had  plead* 
ed  guilty  on 
the  part  of  the 
prosecution  to 
give  evidence 
against  the 
other  prisonCTt 
Keating,  J., 
held,  that  he 
should  admit 
the  evidence, 
reserving  a 
case  for  the 
opinion  of  the 
Court  of 
Criminal  Ap- 
peal, if  neces- 
sary. 


Coram  Keating,  J. 

REGINA  V.  THOMPSON  and  SIMPSON. 

XHE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  stealing  a  sheep  at 
Conisborough  near  Doncaster,  the  property  of  Mr.  George 
Walker. 

The  prisoner  Thompson  pleaded  guilty. 

Maule  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

Campbell  Foster  for  the  prisoner  Simpson. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  24th  of  December  previous, 
Mr.  Walker,  the  prosecutor,  had  141  sheep  in  his  field 
which  he  counted  on  that  day.  On  the  29th  of  December 
he  counted  them  again,  and  missed  one.  The  prisoner 
Simpson  was  met  on  the  27th  December  walking  towards 
the  field  in  which  the  sheep  were,  and  the  same  day  he 
was  also  seen  carrying  a  tub  with  some  salt  in  it.  Afler 
the  sheep  was  missed  Thompson's  house  was  searched  and 
some  mutton  was  found  in  it  salted  in  this  tub.  There  was 
a  further  piece  of  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  which 
could  be  proved  by  Thompson's  wife,  but  without  his  Lord- 


Regina 
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was  said  to  be  on  the  verge,  and  in  the  last  edition  of  Tay-        1863. 
lor  on  Evidence,  it  was  stated  that  where  there  was  no  in- 
terest in  the  wife  of  a  prisoner,  or  where  he  was  no  longer 
on  the  record,  her  evidence  would  seem  to  be  admissible.  and 

The  objection  of  interest  could  not  then  exist.     With  his      Simpson. 
Lordship's  sanction  he  should  therefore  propose  to  call  the 
wife  of  Thompson,  as  a  witness /or  the  prosecution. 

Campbell  Foster  submitted  that  a  strong  motive  of  in- 
terest might  still  influence  the  wife,  the  hope  that  by  cast* 
ing — unjustly  it  might  be — all  blame  on  the  other  prisoner 
she  might  thereby  influence  his  Lordship's  judgment  in 
passing  sentence  on  her  husband.  Such  evidence  would 
be  untrustworthy. 

Kratino,  J.,  said,  that  went  to  the  credit  of  the  evi- 
dence, not  to  its  admissibility,  and  he  thought  that,  inas- 
much as  on  the  issue  to  be  tried  the  woman's  husband 
was  no  longer  interested,  she  was  admissible  as  a  witness. 
If  necessary,  he  would  take  care  that  the  opinion  of  a  Su- 
perior Court  should  be  taken  on  the  point. 

The  case  then  proceeded,  but  it  appearing  that  the  sheep 
had  never  been  counted  between  the  24th  and  the  29th  of 
December,  his  Lordsbip  was  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
against  the  prisoner  was  insufficient  on  this  ground,  and 
directed 

An  acquittal. 

The  other  prisoner's  wife  not  having  been  called. 
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Berks 
Summer  Atthea. 

A  writ  of  sum- 
mons havingr 
issued  against 
A.  C,  and 
served  on 
B.C.,  who  took 
no  steps  to 
have  writ  or 
service  set 
aside  as  irre- 
gular/and  did 
nothing ;  but 
allowed  the 
plaintiff  to 
proceed  to 
enter  an  ap- 
pearance 
against  him 
in  the  name  of 
A.  C,  and 
sign  judgment 
by  default,  on 
which  a  ca.  so, 
issued  against 
him  in  that 
name,  upon 
which  he  was 
taken:  held, 
in  an  action 
for  such  ar- 
rest, that  he 
was  the  de- 
fendant in  the 
original  action, 
having  been 
served;  and 
that  the  judg- 
ment was  re- 
covered against 
him  by  a 
wrong  name ; 
and  that  there- 
fore  a  plea  of 
justification  to 
that  effect  was 
proved. 


Abingdon;  Civil  Court:  coram  Martin^  B, 

KELLY  V.  LAWRENCE  and  another. 

Action  by  Michael  Kelly  for  false  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment  under  a  certain  pretended  writ  of  ca.sa.  issued 
under  the  false  and  unfounded  pretence,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  person  mentioned  in  such  writ. 

Plea  :  that  one  J.  K.  sued  out  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  against 
the  now  plaintiffs  by  the  name  of  Ignatius  Kelly,  &c.y  to 
satisFy  the  sum  of,  &c.,  recovered  against  the  plaintiff  by 
the  name  of  Ignatius  Kelly,  &c.,  which  was  the  writ  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  that  the  deFendants  as  sheriffs, 
&c.,  by  virtue  oF  the  said  writ  (a),  took  the  plaintiff,  &a 
Issue. 

HuddUston  and  J.  O.  Oriffits,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Pigott,  Serjt.,  and  Gray,  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  28th  of  April,  1863,  the  plaintiff  was  served  with 
a  writ  of  summons  at  the  suit  of  J.  K.,  addressed  to 
Ignatius  Kelly.  He  told  the  process  server  that  his  name 
was  Michael,  and  not  Ignatius  (6) ;  and  that  he  was  not 
the  man  against  whom  the  writ  was  issued  (c),  and  knew 
nothing  of  the  matter  {d) ;  and  that  he  should  not  take 

(fl)  Lucas  V.  Nockells,  10  Biug. 
157,  shows  that  the  traverse  of  this 
put  in  issue  whether  in  fact  the 
plaintiff  was  taken  under  the  writ, 
which  in  this  case,  however,  was 
matter  of  law  upon  admitted  facts. 

(b)  It  turned  out  that  this  was 
80  in  fact,  but  is  a  process  server 
bound  to  believe  what  the  party 
telk  him ;  and  even  if  he  is,  is  be 


bound  to  determine  that  the  writ 
was  not  intended  to  be  directed 
against  such  party  ? 

(c)  How  could  he  know  that, 
and  how  could  the  process  server 
be  bound  to  take  it  for  granted  on 
bis  statement  ? 

(rf)  Was  the  process  server 
boUhd  to  believe  this  f 
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any  notice  of  the  service  (a) ; 
writ  said  he  should  serve  it, 

(a)  That  a  party  served  may 
apply  to  quash  the  writ  as  irregular, 
without  stating  that  he  is  the  de- 
fendant, viWe  Sievetuon  v.  Thorntf 
13  M.  &  W.  149;  where  the 
reason  given  was,  that  the  party 
served  is  the  defendant  for  such 
purposes;  i.e.,  for  applying  to  set 
aside  proceedings  as  irregular ;  and 
so,  where  there  is  merely  an  attempt 
to  serve,  or  an  irregular  service  by 
leaving  the  writ  at  his  house; 
King  V.  Hopkinty  ibid.  685.  There 
the  writ  was  irregular,  and  it  was 
not  necessary  to  take  notice  of  the 
irregularity  of  the  service;  but  that 
it  was  only  irregular,  and  that, 
tlierefore,  on  the  principle  of  all 
the  cases,  it  would  have  been  neces- 
sary, had  the  writ  been  regular,  to 
apply  promptly  to  set  aside  the 
serrice,  seems  self-evident;  vide 
Jtsager  v.  CrUp,  9  D.  P.  C.  353; 
Brooks  V.  Roberts,  1  C.  B.  636; 
Hardwick  v.  Wurdle,  4  D.  &  P. 
779;  all  which  cases  and  a  host 
of  others  establish  that,  in  a  case  of 
irregularity,  the  application  to  set 
aside  roust  be  to  set  aside  the^r<^ 
step,  which  was  irregular.  The 
question  il,  therefore,  whether  this 
was  a  case  of  irregularity  ?  For  if 
so,  it  clearly  was  an  irregularity 
either  on  the  writ  or  service,  and 
there  ought  to  have  been  an  appli- 
cation to  set  aside  writ  or  service. 
Whether  the  writ  was  irregular 
would  depend  probably  on  whether 
it  set  forth,  or  purported  to  set  forth, 
the  place  of  the  residence  or  sup- 
posed residence  of  the  party  named 
in  the  writ,  i.  c,  Michael  Kelly ;  one 
for  refusing  which  probably 


but  the  person  having  the 
and  did  serve  it;  and  upon 
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is  to  indicate  the  right  party  and     Lawrence 

prevent  this  very  kind  of  mistake;    •^^  Another. 

and  no  doubt,  though  of  course  th« 

truth  of  the  description  is  not  an 

irregularity,  unless  on  the  face  of 

the  writ  it  is  impossible  that  it  can 

be  true,  the  omission  or  insufficiency 

of  the  description  would  be  ground 

for  setting  aside  writ  and  service ; 

Cotton  V.  Sawytr,  10  M.  &  W. 

328;  Windhum  v.  Fenwi€k,  11  M. 

&  W.  102;   King  v.  Hopkins,  13 

M.  &  W.  685;  and  a  party  named, 

but  not  even  served^  in  the  latter 

case,  was   held  entitled  to  make 

the  application ;    while  the   case 

first  cited  shows  that    the  party 

served,  though  not  rightly  named, 

was  equally  entitled.    The  mere 

misnomer,  or  mistake  in  the  name, 

would     not     even    be    an    irre* 

gularity,  so  that  the  party  served 

could  not  apply  on  the  ground  that 

the  vn-it  was  irregular.     It  is  more 

than    probable    that    the    process 

server  was  misled  by  the  descrip* 

tion  of  the  now  plaintifiTs  address 

being  in  the  writ,  and  if  so,  then 

there  was  an  irregularity,  which  the 

plaintiff  was  bound  to  set  aside  at 

once,  and  his  not  doing  so,  and 

relying  on  his  mere  assertion,  which 

no  one  was  bound  to  credit,  caused 

the  appearance  to  be  entered  for 

him  as  the  party  served  and  sued 

{assuming  himself  to  be  the  party 

meant)  on  that  ground.     And  the 

question  would   be,   whether  the 

service  is  irregular,  that  is,  whether 

it  is  irregular  to  serve   Ignatius 

Kelly   with  a  writ  addressed   to 

Michael  Kelly.    Assuming  Jgno* 

tius  to  be  intended^  which  1m  «t  «U 
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such  service  the  action  proceeded  to  judgment,  the  novr 
plaintiff  having  taken  no  notice  of  the  .service. 


events,  as  the  above  cases  show,  is 
entitled  to  assume,  then  it  should 
seem  that  the  service  would  be  irre- 
gular, even  if  the  writ  were  not,  or 
possibly  both  writ  and  service 
would  then  become  irregular.  The 
question  is,  whether,  being  entitled 
so  to  assume  and  so  to  proceed,  he 
is  bound  so  to  do.  It  should  seem 
that  he  is,  because  if  a  step  ii  irre- 
gular it  cannot  be  also  a  nullity,  at 
the  option  of  the  party,  at  any  dis- 
tance of  time,  for  that  would  lead 
to  obvious  injustice  and  incon- 
venience. And,  moreover,  it  can- 
not be  known,  until  the  writ  or 
service  is  impeached,  whether  or 
not  the  party  served  ti  intended  to 
be  sued,  as  he  may  be  afler  all,  and 
it  would  be  impossible  to  take  his 
word  that  he  is  not.  The  case 
has  often  happened  of  the  right 
party  pretending  to  be  the  wrong 
party,  in  order  to  avoid  service; 
Burrows  v.  Gabriel,  4  D.  &  L. 
107 ;  and  the  process  server  has 
been  allowed  to  delay  his  indorse- 
ment of  service  in  consequence. 
One  way  of  testing  whether  it  is 
a  mere  irregularity  is  this :  to  put 
the  case  of  the  judgment  having 
been  recovered  against  the  wrong 
party,  without  any  service  at  all. 
Now  that,  it  has  been  held,  over 
and  over  again,  is  only  an  irregu- 
larity; and  therefore  the  party, 
coming  to  set  aside  proceedings 
after  judgment  by  default,  must 
swear  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  proceedings;  EmersonY,  Brown, 
7  M.  &  G.  476;  Brou^h  v.  Eisen- 
berg,  7  D.  &  L.  338;  Minet  v. 
Round,  1  D.  &  L   634;   Holmei 


V.  Russell,  9  D.  P.  C.  487.  It 
seems  not  easy  to  see  how  a  party 
who  has  been  served  should  be  in 
a  stronger  position  than  one  who 
has  not,  A  mistake  in  the  name, 
if  anything,  is  only  an  irregularity, 
for  appearance  in  the  right  name 
cures  it,  and  in  the  wrong  name 
waives  it;  Dunn  v.  Hodson,  1  D. 
&  L.  204.  The  appearance,  there- 
fore, by  the  now  plaintiff  as  "  Ig- 
natius," or  as  **  Michael,"  would 
have  cured  the  objection ;  and  his 
merely  doing  nothing,  and  taking 
no  notice  of  the  writ,  could  hardly 
put  him  in  a  better  position;  for 
time  and  laches  would  equally  be  a 
waiver  of  a  mere  irregularity.  On 
a  summons  to  set  aside  the  writ 
and  service,  and  on  affidavit  by  the 
party  served  that  he  was  wrongly 
described,  the  plaintiff  would  have 
time  to  elect  either  to  amend  the 
writ  into  the  name  of  the  party 
served,  in  which  case,  of  course,  be 
would  have  had  to  declare  in  that 
name  and  prove  his  liability;  or 
he  must  have  avowed  the  mistake 
and  assented  to  have  service  set 
aside.  If  he  took  the  latter  course 
all  further  costs  would *be  saved; 
if  the  former,  he  would  have 
righteously  had  to  bear  the  penalty 
of  paying  all  the  costs  of  trial, 
failing  to  prove  any  liability  against 
the  party  served.  Of  course  the 
Judge  would  not  try  the  question 
of  liability  on  affidavit  on  a  sum- 
mons, and  would  take  the  plaintiff's 
own  word  for  it,  whether  or  not  be 
intended  to  sue  the  party  served, 
notwithstanding  his  true  name  was 
sworn  ^o.    And,  no  doubt,  if  the 
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In  point  of  fact,  the  now  plaintifif  was  a  different  person 
from  Michael  Kelly,  the  real  debtor,  and  was  served  by 
mistake.     A  writ  of  ca.  sa.  of  course  following  the  writ  of 
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summons  and  judgment  in  the  name  of  Michael  Kelly,   and  Another, 
issued,  and,  upon  the  23rd  of  May,  was  executed  on  the 
now    plaintiff,   Ignatius^  he  at  the   time  declaring   that 
his  name  was  Ignatius  (a).     He  was  discharged  upon  a 


plaintifT  applied  to  amend  on  the 
ground  of  a  mistake  in  the  name, 
he  would  then  have  to  show  that 
he  had  at  first  intended  to  sue  the 
party  served ;  Gibson  v.  Varley^  7 
E.  &  B.  49.  But  It  is  quite  an- 
other question  whether,  if  the  party 
served  chooses  to  lie  by,  he  can, 
after  judgment,  treat  all  proceed- 
ings as  null,  either  merely  because 
of  a  mistake  in  the  name,  or  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  intended 
to  be  sued.  Either  point  he  could 
have  raised  by  summons ;  and  see 
Belcher  v.  Goodered,  4  C.  5. 
472. 

(a)  That  is,  he  was  arrested  on 
a  writ  of  r<x.  sa,,  not  on  the  face  of 
it  authorizing  bis  arrest,  but  pur- 
suing the  summons,  which  was 
served  on  the  party  arrested,  and 
pursuing  the  judgment,  which  was 
recovered  against  him  by  the  wrong 
name,  assuming  that  he  was  the 
defendant,  because  served.  That 
the  arrest  on  a  copy,  in  the  wrong 
name,  is  only  an  irregularity ;  vide 
Macdonald  v.  Mortiock,  2  D.  &  L. 
963.  No  doubt,  where,  in  point 
of  fact,  the  judgment  is  recovered 
against  one,  the  writ  against  an- 
other of  the  same  name  is  irre- 
gular ;  Jarmain  v.  Hooper,  6  M.  & 
G.  827 ;  and  makes  the  sheriff  a 
trespasser:  but  here,  according  to 
•lh«  authorities  already  cited,  the 


judgment  was  really  recovered 
against  the  party  arrested,  he  hav- 
ing been  the  party  really  sued, 
though  served  by  mistake,  and  the 
case  would  more  resemble  that  of 
an  amendable  mistake;  Billon  v. 
Clipper  ton,  9  M.  &  W.  473;  if  the 
effect  of  standing  by  was  to  waive 
the  mistake  of  name  and  admit 
that  the  party  served  was  the  party 
sued.  That  is  all  that  the  party 
served  can  admit;  for  he  cannot 
know  whether*  he  is  intended  to  be 
sued,  except,  indeed,  from  the  writ, 
if  it  gives  the  wrong  name  and  re- 
sidence; and  that  would  tend  to 
show  that  his  remedy  is  to  set  aside 
writ  and  service  as  irregular.  Sup- 
posing, as  in  the  case  last  cited,  the 
then  plaintiff  had  applied  to  amend 
the  writ  and  all  proceedings,  must 
he  have  sworn  that  he  meant  to 
sue  the  now  plaintiff,  or  would  it 
have  sufficed  to  set  forth  the  facts 
as  showing  a  waiver?  The  case 
last  cited  shows  that  a  ca.  sa.  may 
be  amended  af\er  arrest  on  pay- 
ment of  costs.  Would  it  have  been 
amendable  here  ?  That  would  de- 
pend, probably,  upon  whether  the 
judgment  was  **  recovered"  against 
Michael  Kelly  or  against  the  now 
plaintiff  Ignatius,  by  the  name  of 
*'  Michael,"  as  the  plea  alleged. 
That  a  judgment  may  be  recovered 
against  a  person,  and  a  ca.  sa,  istue^ 
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aommons  before  Martin,  B.,  at  chambers,  and  tbea  ibis 
action  was  brought. 


and  rightly  issue,  by  the  wrong  name, 
is  clear ;  Williams  v .  Bryant,  5  M .  & 
W.  447,  the  case  of  a  bond  executed 
by  the  debtor  in  the  wrong  name. 
And  so  as  to  the  statute,  allowing 
parties  to  be  sued  by  the  names 
they  use  on  bills.  So,  if  a  party 
used  a  name  in  trade  or  business, 
not  bis  name  of  baptism,  and  so  not 
in  a  strictly  legal  sense  his  proper 
name.  So  if  he  allowed  oihert  to 
use  his  name.  And  here  the  now 
plaintiff  knew  that,  on  his  not  ap- 
pearing, the  then  plaintiff  would 
have  a  legal  right  to  sign  judg- 
ment against  him  by  the  name  in 
the  writ;  and  that  the  process 
server  was  not  bound  to  take  his 
own  statement  that  he  was  not 
the  right  person.  A  man  rightly 
named  *'  Ignatius"  might,  never- 
theless, be  rightly  enough  sued  as 
Michael ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether,  taking  no  steps  to  show 
that  he  was  not  so,  the  judgment 
and  writ  were  null?  Now,  where 
a  copy  of  a  writ  of  summons  was 
served  on  a  person  by  a  wrong 
name,  it  was  held,  that  he  was  not 
bound  at  once  to  make  applica- 
tion to  set  it  aside;  Hinton  v. 
Stevens,  1  Har.  &  Woll.  621 ;  but, 
a  fresh  step  having  been  taken,  a 
notice  of  declaration,  in  which  he 
was  rightly  named,  being  afterwards 
served:  it  was  held,  that  he  was 
bound  to  apply  to  a  judge  at  cham- 
bers within  four  days;  Id,  Would 
it  not  have  been  so  if  the  notice  was 
in  the  same, — the  wrong  name  ?  The 
writy  which  speaks  to  the  party 
served,  though  by  the  wrong  name, 
variu  hixD  that  judgment  will  \m 


signed  against  him  by  that  name 
in  default  of  appearance.  Ought 
he  not  to  apply  to  set  it  aside  f 
Appearance  by  the  wrong  name 
would  of  course  estop  him.  It 
has  been  held  that  a  writ  against 
<*  Cocker"  did  not  authorixe  an 
arrest  of  Cocken^  unless  he  was 
known  as  well  by  one  name  as  the 
other ;  and  that  neither  the  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  e.  42,  a.  11,  nor  the  rule 
of  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4, 8. 32,  had  made 
any  alteration  in  the  law  in  this 
respect ;  Finch  v.  Coekem,  3  Dowl. 
P.  C.  678 ;  2  C,  M.  &  R.  196. 
But  that  was  a  case  of  taking  the 
right  person  by  the  wrong  name, 
and,  clearly,  giving  a  bond,  as 
"Cocker"  would  have  cured  it; 
Williams  ▼.  Bryant,  5  M.  &  W. 
447.  And  so  would  appearance. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  if  the  party 
wrongly  served  goes  to  trial  no  ad- 
vantage can  be  taken  at  the  trial  of 
a  misnomer  of  the  plaintiff,  though 
there  be  a  person  of  the  name  er- 
roneously sued ;  Moody  v.  Aslatt, 
1  C,  M.  &  R.  771.  It  is  then  a 
question  of  fact  who  is  tlie  real  plain- 
tiff. And  so  where  the  plaintiff  de- 
clared by  the  name  of  "  W.  M.," 
and  the  cause  proceeded  to  issoe  in 
that  name ;  and  it  was  sworn  that 
the  party  intended  as  plaintiff  was 
J.  M.,  but  there  appeared  to  be  a 
W.  M.,  a  son  of  J.,  who  was  con- 
nected with  the  transaction  in  quet- 
tion,  the  Court  refused  a  rule  to 
amend  the  proceedinga  by  inserting 
the  name  of  J.  instead  of  W.,  ob- 
serving, that  if  he,  J.  M.,  were 
really  the  person  originally  intended 
•a  plaintifl^  the  mianomer  Gould  wA 
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It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  derendants,  that 
they  had  proved  their  plea,  that  they  had  recovered  a 
judgment  against  the  now  plaintiff  by  the  name  of 
Michael  Kelly ;  and  Martin,  B.,  so  held  (a). 

The  learned  Baron  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  proved 
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be  taken  advantage  of  at  the  trial; 
Id.  The  slightest  evidence  of 
identity  will  then  suffice ;  Roden  v. 
Ryde,  7  Jur.  213. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a 
sheriff  is  justified  in  taking  a  de- 
fendant in  execution  under  a  writ 
which  pursues  the  name  in  the  ac- 
tion in  which  the  judgment  has 
been  obtained,  though  that  is  not 
the  defendant's  true  name;  and, 
therefore,  where  F.  W.  F.  brought 
an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
sheriff,  and  he  pleaded  a  writ  of 
ca.  sa,  against  the  plaintiff:  held, 
that  the  plea  was  proved  by  the 
production  of  a  writ  against  F.  F., 
and  showing  that  he  was  the  party 
sued  in  the  original  action  ;  Fisher 
V.  Mugnay,  3  Dowl.,  N.  S.  40  ;  12 
Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  276. 

Now  undoubtedly  the  attorney 
of  the  then  plaintiff  in  entering  an 
appearance  for  the  party  served — 
the  now  plaintiff— meant  to  enter 
it  for  him;  that  is,  for  the  party 
served;  and  meant  to  sign  judg- 
ment also  against  the  same  party, 
the  party  served,  though  no  doubt 
he  so  acted  under  a  mistake.  Then 
according  to  t^e  principle  of 
Gibson  v.  Farley,  the  judgment 
was  really  recovered  against  the 
now  plaintiff,  and  the  ca,  ta,  was 
really  issued  against  him,  although 
under  a  mistake,  and  though  the  writ 
of  summons  was  not  intended  to  be 
served  on  him ;  and  that  being  so, 


the  now  plaintiff  having  stood  by 
and  allowed  the  mistake  to  be  con- 
tinued, would  not  the  proceedings 
have  been  amendable  ?  If  the 
now  plaintiff  had  applied  before 
appearance  entered,  the  then  plain- 
tiff would  have  had,  if  he  wished  to 
amend,  to  state  that  the  summons 
was  meant  to  be  issued  against  the 
person  served.  But  was  he  now 
bound  to  do  more  than  plead  and 
prove  that  in  point  of  fact  he  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  the  now 
plaintiff,  though  not  intending  to 
do  so,  and  doing  so  under  a  mis- 
take?— in  short,  was  the  plea 
proved  ? 

{a)  Huddleston,  for  the  plaintiff, 
tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  which 
was  argued  in  M.  T.  1863,  C.  a,  v. 
Jur  main  v.  Hooper,  6  M.  &  G. 
827 ;  Fisher  v.  Magnay,  5  M.  &  G. 
770;  Walker s.Medland,\  D.&L. 
159;  Richards  v.  Hanley,  10  Jur. 
1057;  Meggett  v.  Schuster,  7  L.T., 
N.  S.  680  ;  Childers  v.  Wooler,  29 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  129;  and  Dunston  v. 
Puterson,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  97,  were 
cited.  It  is  more  than  probable 
that  the  description  of  the  residence 
of  the  defendant  in  the  writ  of 
summons  misled  the  process  server, 
if  so,  then  the  fault  was  in  the  now 
plaintiff  in  not  having  it  set  aside 
as  irregular.  In  Belcher  v.  Goode* 
red,  4  C.  B.  472,  it  was  held  that  a 
party  served,  knowing  he  was  sued 
by  mistake,  ought  not  to  appear. 
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the  second  plea  of  the  defendants,  by  which  they  justified 
what  they  had  done  under  the  writ,  saying  that  that  man 
is  the  defendant  in  an  action  who  is  served  with  the  writ, 
never  mind  what  may  be  his  name,  and  that  the  mere 
denial  that  he  is  the  person  is  not  enough;  and  that, 
if  it  were  not  so,  few  judgments  would  stand,  for  wrong 
persons  who  might  be  served  with  writs,  instead  of  de- 
fending the  actions,  would  allow  them  to  go  on,  and  when 
judgment  had  been  obtained,  would  turn  round  and  sue 
those  who  enforced  it. 

The  case  of  Meggett  v.  Schuster,  (reported  in  the  7  L.  J., 
N.  S.  680,)  was  quoted  as  an  authority  for  the  defendants, 
and  handed  up  to  the  learned  Barox,  who  directed  the 
jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  second 
plea. 

Huddleston  then  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  (a). 


(«)  Walley  v.  APCofinell,  19 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  162,  was  not  referred 
to,  but  it  differs  in  essential  respects. 
The  name  was  altogether  different ; 
it  was  a  County  Court  case,  and 
there  was  no  description  of  the 
address  of  the  person  sued  (as  here 
it  must  be  assumed  against  the  now 


plaintiff  that  there  was,  for  if  not, 
he  ought  to  have  set  it  aside)  and 
the  plea  was  in  terms  disproved,  for 
it  was,  that  a  plaint  in  writing 
issued  against  the  then  plaintiff, 
not  saying,  **  by  the  name  of,  i^e." 
but  implying  that  it  was  in  his  own 
name,  which  it  was  not. 
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Winter  Atsizet, 


JL  HE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  having,  on  the  morning  Upon  a  tnal 
_,--_.  111.  1  x«        I  ^^^  breaking 

of  the  1st  of  JVovember,  broken  into  the  counting-house  into  a  booking- 

of  the  Midland  Railway  Station,  at  Nether  Whitacre.  ^y^suiionf " 

Adams  {Markham  with  him),  for  the  prosecution,  pro-  admkted  tlTat 
posed  to  prove  that  the  prisoners,  on  the  night  of  the  Ist  ?jP"'*J"®" 
of  November,  had  successively  broken  into  the  Stations  of  same  night, 
Wilnecote,  Kingsbury,  Nether  Whitacre  and   Forgehills,  three  other 
on  the  Birmingham  and  Tamworth  Line;  that  some  of  ^^,°^*;;°^^^ 

the  property  taken  from  Nether  Whitacre  had  been  found  three  other 

,  stations  on  the 

upon   two   of   the   prisoners,   and    property   taken   from  sameraUway, 

another  station  upon  the  third;  and  that  jemmies  had  being  all  mixed 

been    found   upon   each    of  the   prisoners,  which   corre-  "P  ^©ge*^". 

sponded  with  marks  found  upon  the  doors  and  drawers 

which   had   been   broken  open   at  one  or  other  of  the 

stations. 

Elersy  for  the  prisoner  Gorton,  objected. — This  is  an 
attempt  to  try  four  cases  at  once.  What  was  done  at 
\Vilnecote,  or  the  other  two  places,  each  of  which  is  at 
some  distance  from  Nether  Whitacre,  cannot  be  material 
upon  this  indictment,  which  charges  the  prisoner  with  the 
offence  committed  at  Nether  Whitacre  only, 

Adams. — In  R,  v.  Wylie  (Jb\  Lord  Ellenborough  says, 
"  I  remember  a  case  where  a  man  committed  three  bur- 
glaries in  one  night :  he  took  a  shirt  at  one  place,  and  left 

(a)  This  and  the  following  cases      Cave,  Esq. 
on  this  Circuit  are  reported  hy  L.  (6)  1  Bos.  &  Pul.,  N.  R.  92. 
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COBDEN 

and  Othen. 


it  at  another;  and  they  were  all  so  connected  that  the 
Court  went  through  the  history  of  the  three  different 
burglaries." 

Bramwell,  B. — I  think  that  evidence  of  the  acts  of 
the  prisoners  during  the  same  night  is  admissible,  in  order 
to  explain  why  none  of  the  property  taken  from  Nether 
Whitacre  was  found  upon  one  of  the  prisoners.  If  it  is 
proved  that  he  was  in  possession  of  other  property  stolen 
from  another  station  on  the  same  night,  that,  with  other 
circumstances,  might  be  evidence  that  all  the  men  had 
been  engaged  in  each  burglary,  and  that  the  third  man 
had  received  his  share  of  the  booty  wholly  from  what  was 
taken  from  the  other  stations.  The  events  of  that  night, 
relating  to  these  burglaries,  are  so  intermixed  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  separate  them. 

Verdict,  guilty. 


spring  Attizes, 
Upon  an  in- 
dictment for 
uttering  a 
forged  bill,  the 
previous  utter- 
ing by  the 
pruoner  of 
other  bills 
forged  in  other 
names  may  be 

fiven  in  evi- 
ence  in  proof 
of  guilty  know- 
It  is  impos- 
sible to  lay 
down  any 
genera]  rule  as 
to  the  time 
within  which 
auch  previous 
uttering  must 
have  Uken 
place  in  order 
to  be  admissi- 
ble in  evidence. 


Coram  Williams,  J. 

REGINA  V.  SALT. 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forging  a  bill  for  40/., 
drawn  on  one  Tansley. 

A  second  count  charged  him  with  uttering  it,  knowing 
it  to  be  forged. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  especially  retained  {O'Brien  and  Beasley 
with  him),  for  the  Crown,  proposed  to  prove  guilty  know- 
ledge by  showing  that  the  prisoner  had,  at  different  times, 
uttered  other  forged  bills  drawn  on  different  persons. 

Kennedy,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  the  reception  of 
this  evidence.— It  is  competent  to  the  prosecution  to  give 
evidence  of  the  uttering  of  other  forged  bills  drawn  on  the 
same  person,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  acceptance  of  Tansley  was  forged;  but  the  utter- 
ing of  other  forged  bills^  drawn  upon  other  persons,  cannot 
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be  given  in  evidence,  for  that  can  have  no  tendency  to  1M2. 
prove  that  the  defendant  knew  the  acceptance  to  the  bill 
in  question  to  be  forged.  It  would  only  be  general  evi- 
dence of  bad  character,  which  cannot  be  adduced.  It  is 
admitted  that,  in  the  case  of  coin  and  bank  notes,  the 
uttering  of  other  coin  or  bank  notes  of  different  denomi- 
nations may  be  given  in  evidence  with  a  view  to  prove 
guilty  knowledge ;  but  they  stand  on  a  different  footing. 
A  person  may  be  easily  deceived  as  to  coin,  and  may 
readily  utter  a  counterfeit  coin  without  knowing  that  it  is 
a  counterfeit.  In  such  a  case  the  possession  or  uttering  of 
other  counterfeit  coin  will  be  very  strong  proof  of  guilty 
knowledge.  The  case  is  the  same  with  bank  notes.  It  is 
different  with  bills  of  exchange.  How  can  the  uttering  of 
a  forged  note  on  A.  prove  that  the  utterer  knew  that  an- 
other bill  accepted  by  B.  was  forged?  The  defendant 
comes  here  prepared  to  meet  one  case — that  charged  in  the 
indictment — and  is  called  on  to  prove  himself  innocent  of 
a  vast  multitude  of  charges  ranging  over  five  years.  If 
that  can  be  done,  the  whole  of  a  man*s  life  might  be  en- 
quired into  upon  an  indictment  for  uttering  one  forged  in- 
strument. It  is  also  contended  that  any  uttering  of  other 
forged  bills  which  is  tendered  as  evidence  of  guilty  know- 
ledge must  be  of  recent  occurrence.  In  jR.  v.  Millard  (a), 
six  weeks  was  considered  a  long  time.  It  is  there  said, 
that  ^'  Some  of  the  Judges  seemed  to  think  that  bills  of 
a  different  description  and  denomination  from  that  on 
which  the  prisoner  was  indicted,  ought  not  to  be  given  in 
evidence  against  him ;  and  some  seemed  to  doubt,  too, 
whether  the  distance  of  time  was  not  too  greaC' 

Williams,  J.— I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  I  am  bound 
to  receive  the  evidence.  The  question  involved  has  passed 
through  the  minds  of  eminent  judicial  personages.  Batlbt, 
J.,  in  the  fourth  edition  of  his  book  on  Bills  of  Exchange, 

(a)  Ru8S.  &  Ry.  245. 
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1862.  expresses  great  doubts  whether  the  uttering  of  other  forged 
bills,  drawn  on  different  persons,  can  be  given  in  evidence 
in  proof  of  guilty  knowledge;  but  those  doubts  have  since 
been  put  to  rest  by  authority.  In  Reg,  v.  Geering  (a),  the 
principle  has  been  carried  still  further.  There  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  poisoning  her  husband  with  arsenic;  and 
evidence  that  she  had  committed  other  murders  with 
arsenic  was  allowed  to  be  given,  in  order  to  show  that  in 
the  principal  case  the  arsenic  was  not  administered  by 
mistake.  Upon  the  question  of  time  I  entertain  more 
doubt. 

Shce^  Serjt. — There  is  no  limit  as  to  time  laid  down  in 
the  books.  It  is  entirely  a  question  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury.  The  object  of  the  evidence  is  to  prove  guilty 
knowledge  ;  and  the  proof  will  be  more  or  less  cogent  in 
proportion  as  the  uttering  is  recent  or  otherwise.  A  sys- 
tematic uttering  of  forged  notes,  extending  over  some  period, 
would  be  very  important  in  proof  of  guilty  knowledge.  In 
R.  V.  BalUb),  evidence  was  given  of  an  uttering  which 
had  taken  place  three  months  previously. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  upon 
this  point.  The  evidence  must  not  be  illusory;  but  the 
Judge  reposes  confidence  in  counsel,  that  they  will  not 
give  in  evidence  what  has  no  tendency  to  prove  guilty 
knowledge,  but  only  to  prejudice  the  prisoner. 

The  evidence  was  then  admitted  ;  and 
the  prisoner  was  afterwards  convicted. 

(a)  20  L.  J.,  M.  C.  215.  (6)  1  Campb.  324. 
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Nottingham^  coram  Willes,  J. 
REGINA  V.  CRADOCK. 
JLHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  biVamy. 

^  ^       ^  S^pringAtiitet. 

Cave  appeared  for  the  prosecution.  In  bigamy, 

•  I)roof  of  a  mar- 

Merewether  defended  the  prisoner.  riage  in  a 

It  was  proved  that  the  first  marriage  was  performed  in  presenc  "of  the 

an  Independent  Chapel  by  a  Wesleyan  Methodist  minis-  Sistri^^nV^* 

ter,  in  the  presence  of  the  registrar  of  the  district  and  two  witnetsca, 

.  ,  .  .is  sufficient 

two  Witnesses ;  and  a  certificate  of  the  marriage  was  pro-  without  prov- 

A,.^^A  ing  that  the 

duced.  chapel  was 

Merewether  objected  that  the  proof  of  the  marriage  was  ^ 
insufficient.  It  should  have  been  proved  that  the  chapel 
was  duly  registered  for  the  celebration  of  marriages. 
There  is  no  case  that  goes  to  the  length  that  proof  of  the 
registration  of  the  chapel  is  unnecessary.  Reg.  v.  ilfan- 
waring  (a)  is  generally  cited  for  that  purpose ;  but  in  that 
case  there  was  proof  that  the  chapel  was  duly  registered. 
So,  also,  in  Reg.  v.  Hawes  (6),  the  superintendent  registrar 
produced  the  register  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  was 
celebrated;  although  that  fact  is  not  stated  in  the  marginal 
note. 

WiLLES,  J. — This  point  was  discussed  in  Reg.  v.  Man- 
waring^  where  four  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that 
proof  that  the  marriage  was  celebrated  in  a  chapel,  in  pre* 
sence  of  the  registrar  of  the  district,  was  sufficient  without 
proving  that  the  chapel  was  registered.  I  do  not  think  I 
ought  to  throw  any  doubt  on  the  validity  of  these  mar- 
riages by  reserving  the  point.  I  will;  however^  consult  the 
Chibf  Baron. 

WiLLEs,  J.,  after  consulting  the  Chief  Baron,  stated, 

that  they  were  both  of  opinion  that  there  was  nothing  in 

the  point 

The  prisoner  was  convicted. 

(a)  Dears.  &  B.  C.  C.  132.  (6)  1  Den.  C.  C.  270. 

YOL.  III.  3   L  7.F. 
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Winttr  AtHxet, 

If  a  man  if 
selling  an 


Warwick,  coram  BramweU,  B. 

REGINA  V.  RIDGWAY  and  another. 

JLHE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  obtaining  three  shillings 
article  by  fi'om  John  Smith,  by  falsely  pretending  that  a  load  of  coal 

ftilselVrepre-     Contained  fourteen  hundred  weight,  whereas,  in  truth  and 

sentithe  in  fact,  it  contained  only  ten  hundred  weight, 

weight  to  be  _       '  ,     ^  %  .  ,  ,   °      _ 

p^reater  than  it       It  appeared    from    the    evidence,   that    the  prisoners 

obtohis^pay-      brought  the  load  of  coal  to  the  prosecutor's  door,  and 

"*"ti^i^*        agreed  to  sell  it  to  him  for  ninepence  a  hundred  weight 

greater  than      They  weighed  the  coal  into  the  prosecutor's  cellar,  and 

that  delivered,  ,     ,  .    ,  ,       -  i         i      i         •    i  i 

he  ig  indictable  Stated  the  weight  to  be  fourteen  hundred  weight,  where- 

inoney*by*ft3»e  ^P°"  ^^  prosecutor  gave  them  ten  shillings  and  sixpence. 

^tences.         Suspicion,  however,  having  afterwards  crossed  his  mind, 

telling  the  he  had  the  coal  re-weighed,  and  found  it  to  weigh  ten 
article  for  a        i.      j     j        •   i_^       i  • 

lump  sum,  and  hundred  weight  only. 

the  false  repre-  Ehrs,  for  the  prisoners,  contended  that  there  was  no 
the  weight  to  Sufficient  false  pretence.  The  statement  of  the  prisoners 
purchaser^eb      *^^^  ^^^  ^^*^  weighed   fourteen  hundred  weight  was  a 

conclude  the  mere  naked  lie,  and  not  a  false  pretence.  In  Rex  v. 
bargain. 

Iieid{a),  it  was  held,  that  a  mere  false  affirmation  as  to 

the  weight  of  a  load  of  coals  is  not  indictable.  It  is  true 
that  that  case  is  in  some  points  overruled  by  Regina  v. 
Sherwood(b);  but  in  the  last-named  case,  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
says,  **  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  was  not  while  selling 
the  article  that  the  prisoner  represented  the  quaatity  to 
be  greater  than  it  was ;  but,  having  sold  the  article  and 
delivered  it,  when  there  came  to  be  a  question  about  the 
price,  he  represented  the  quantity  to  be  four  hundred 
weight  more  than  it  really  was.  Here  the  fieilse  affirma- 
tion as  to  the  weight  was  made  in  the  course  of  the  bar- 
gain, and  was  nothing  more  than  a  puff." 

(a)  7  Car.  &  P.  848.  L.  J.,  M.  C.  81. 

(b)  Dean.  &  B.  C.  C.  251 ;  26 
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Bramwell^  B.— In  Rex  v.  Reid,  there  is  said  to  have         1862. 
been  nothiDg  more  than  mere  false  affiriDations,  except  as      ^^^^^^ 
to  the  false  weight,  and  nothing  to  connect  the  affirmation  v. 

as  to  the  weight  with  the  sale  of  the  coal.  That  may  and  Another, 
possibly  mean,  that  a  mere  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the 
value  is  not  indictable,  and  that,  in  that  case,  there  was 
no  allegation  in  the  indictment  to  connect  the  sale  of  the 
coals  with  the  use  of  the  weight.  That  case,  however,  is 
so  preposterously  stated  that  it  is  impossible  to  form  any 
satisfactor}'  opinion  upon  it.  In  this  case  I  am  satisfied 
that  there  is  an  indictable  false  pretence.  If  a  man  is 
selling  an  article,  such  as  a  load  of  coal,  for  a  lump  sum, 
and  makes  a  false  statement  as  to  its  weight  or  quantity, 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  intended  purchaser  to 
complete  the  bargain,  that  is  not  a  false  pretence  within 
the  statute.  But  if  he  is  selling  it  by  quantity,  and  says 
there  is  a  greater  quantity  than  there  really  is,  and  thereby 
gets  paid  for  a  quantity  of  coal  over  and  above  the  quantity 
delivered,  I  am  quite  satisfied  he  is  indictable. 

Verdict,  guilty. 


Derby ^  coram  Martin^  J3, 

1863. 

REGINA  V.  TOWNLEY.  '^'^ 

^^  Winter  jfttizet, 

JLhE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  Elizabeth  Where,  upon  a 

.'  tnal  for  mur- 

Goodwm.  der,  the  plea  of 

Boden,  Q.C.  (specially  retained),  and  Bristowe,  ap-  up"S!e^quet^' 
peared  for  the  prosecution.  f*°°  f®*"]?®  . 

*^  ^  ^  jury  18,  did  the 

Macaulayj  Q.C,  and  Serjt,   O'Brien  (both   specially  prisoner  do  the 
retained),  with  Stephen,  defended  the  prisoner.  delusion,  be- 


From  the  opening  statement  of  the  counsel  for  the  pro-  ot^w^fhaiTit** 

was?     If  he 
knew  what  he 
was  doingi  and 


secution,  and  from  the  evidence,  it  appeared  that,  about  y'*"^    j^^f 
'  ^  rr  '  knew  what  he 


that  it  was  likely  to  cause  death,  and  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  God  and  man,  and  that  the 
law  directed  that  persons  who  did  such  acts  should  be  punished,  he  is  guilty  of  murder. 

31.2 
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1863.  four  years  previously,  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  member  of 
a  respectable  family  in  Manchester,  became  engaged  to 
the  deceased.  That  engagement  was  disapproved  of  by 
the  lady's  friends,  and  was  at  first  broken  off,  but  was 
renewed  shortly  afterwards,  and  continued  up  to  the 
middle  of  August  last.  About  that  time  the  lady  met 
with  some  one  whom  she  preferred  to  the  prisoner,  and 
she  wrote  to  the  latter  to  break  off  her  engagement  with 
him.  In  reply  to  this  and  one  or  two  other  letters,  written 
about  the  same  time,  and  on  the  same  subject,  the 
prisoner  wrote  three  very  sensible  letters  to  Miss  Good- 
win, to  the  effect  that  he  should  not  stand  in  her  way,  if 
sfie  was  resolved  to  part  with  him,  but  that  be  should 
prefer  to  have  an  interview  with  her,  and  bear  her  deter- 
mination from  her  own  lips.  Accordingly,  on  the  20th  of 
August,  the  prisoner,  with  the  knowledge  and  approval  of 
bis  mother  and  sister,  left  Manchester  for  Derby,  on  his 
way  to  Wigwell  Grange,  where  the  lady  lived  with  her 
grandfather.  Captain  Goodwin.  On  the  following  morn- 
ing he  left  Derby  and  went  to  Whatstandwell  Bridge 
Station,  the  nearest  point  to  Wigwell  Grange,  where  he 
was  seen  by  the  landlady  of  the  Bull's  Head  Inn,  who 
bad  some  conversation  with  him,  and  to  whom  he  appeared 
perfectly  sane.  After  leaving  the  Whatstandwell  Station, 
the  prisoner  went  past  Wigwell  Grange  to  Wirksworth, 
where  he  saw  the  Rev.  Herbert  Harris,  with  whom  he 
bad  a  long  conversation  on  the  subject  of  his  relations 
with  Miss  Goodwin.  He  appeared  to  this  witness  also  to  be 
perfectly  sane,  and  left  Wirksworth  with  the  intention  of 
obtaining  an  interview  with  the  deceased.  He  arrived  at 
the  Grange  about  six  o'clock  in  the  evening,  and  went  with 
Miss  Goodwin  into  the  gardens  attached  to  the  house. 
About  half-past  eight  o'clock  the  same  evening,  the 
prisoner  and  Miss  Goodwin  were  seen  a  short  distance 
from  the  Grange  walking  along  a  lane  in  the  direction  of 
the  house.    A  little  later,  the  deceased  was  found  by  a 
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labouring  man  about  the  same  place,  with  her  throat  cut  1863. 
in  three  places.  The  prisoifer,  who  was  standing  sixty  or 
eighty  yards  further  down  the  road,  came  up,  and  assisted 
to  carry  her  to  the  house,  repeatedly  stating  in  answer  to 
questions  put  by  different  persons  who  came  up,  that  he 
had  done  it,  and  should  be  hanged  for  it.  He  also  said 
several  times,  "  Poor  Bessie ;"  adding,  "  You  should  not 
have  proved  false  to  me.*'  Miss  Goodwin  died  as  she 
was  being  carried  to  the  Grange,  and,  on  their  arrival 
there  with  the  body.  Captain  Goodwin  met  them,  and 
wanted  to  know  what  was  amiss.  The  prisoner  answered, 
"It  is  your  granddaughter,  Betsy,  murdered;"  and,  on 
being  asked  what  made  him  do  it,  replied,  ''  She  has 
deceived  me;  and  the  woman  that  deceives  me  must  die;** 
adding,  **  I  told  her  I  would  kill  her.  She  knew  my 
temper."  The  prisoner  behaved  throughout  with  apparent 
indifference,  and,  on  the  arrival  of  the  police,  said  that  he 
wished  to  give  himself  up  for  murdering  the  young  lady. 
He  also  said,  ^*  I  am  far  happier  now  I  have  done  it  than 
I  was  before,  and  I  trust  she  is." 

For  the  defence  the  plea  of  insanity  was  set  up.  The 
learned  counsel  stated  that  insanity  had  existed  in  the 
prisoner's  family.  The  sister  of  the  prisoner's  maternal 
grandfather  had  destroyed  herself^  and  was  supposed  to 
be  insane.  A  great  uncle  on  the  maternal  side  had  ten 
children,  of  whom  five  were  insane ;  and  another  had  six 
children,  of  whom  one  had  been  insane.  The  taint  had 
also  shown  itself  in  the  family  of  a  cousin.  The  prisoner 
himself  was  described  as  being  of  a  very  affectionate  and 
humane  disposition,  very  reserved  to  strangers,  extremely 
impulsive  and  excitable  at  times,  a  man  with  very  little 
hope^  looking  despondingly  at  most  things,  a  close  and  at- 
tached friend,  of  quiet  and  refined  manners,  a  good  linguist 
and  an  excellent  musician,  but  with  a  very  poor  capacity 
for  business.  On  receipt  of  Miss  Goodwin's  letter,  expres- 
sing a  desire  to  break  off  the  engagement,  he  was,  in  the 
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ranged  intellect.  He  told  me  that  be  did  not  recognize  he  had  1863. 
comnaitted  any  crime  at  all,  neither  did  he  feel  any  degree 
of  pain,  regret,  contrition  or  remorse  for  what  he  had  done. 
I  endeavoured  to  impress  on  his  mind  the  serious  nature 
of  the  crime  he  had  committed.  He  repudiated  the  idea 
of  its  being  a  crime,  either  against  God  or  man,  and,  in 
reply  to  some  observation  of  mine,  attempted  to  justify 
the  act,  alleging  that  he  considered  Miss  Goodwin  as  his 
own  property ;  that  she  had  been  illegally  wrested  from 
him  by  an  act  of  violence ;  that  he  viewed  her  in  the 
light  of  his  wife  who  had  committed  an  act  of  adultery; 
and  that  he  had  as  perfect  a  right  to  deal  with  her  life  aa 
he  had  with  any  other  description  of  property,  as  the 
money  in  his  pocket,  &c.  I  endeavoured  to  prove  to  him 
the  gross  absurdity  of  his  statement  and  the  enormity  of  his 
offence  ;  and  he  replied,  "  Nothing  short  of  a  miracle  can 
alter  my  opinions."  The  expression  that  Miss  Goodwin 
was  his  property  was  frequently  repeated.  He  killed  her, 
he  said,  to  recover  and  repossess  himself  of  property  which 
had  been  stolen  from  him.  I  could  not  disturb  this,  as  I 
thought,  very  insane  idea.  I  said  **  Suppose  any  one 
robbed  you  of  a  picture,  what  course  would  you  take  to 
.  recover  it  T*  He  said  he  would  demand  its  restitution, 
and,  if  it  were  not  granted,  he  would  take  the  person's  life 
without  compunction.  I  remarked  that  he  had  no  right 
to  take  the  law  into  his  own  hands ;  he  should  have  re* 
course  to  legal  measures  to  obtain  restitution.  He  replied, 
that  he  recognized  the  right  of  no  roan  to  sit  in  judgment 
upon  him.  He  was  a  free  agent,  and,  as  he  did  not  bring 
himself  into  the  world  by  any  action  of  his  own,  he  had 
perfect  liberty  to  think  and  act  as  he  pleased,  irrespective 
of  any  one  else.  I  regard  these  expressions  as  the  evidence 
of  a  diseased  intellect  On  the  last  occasion  of  my  seeing 
him,  he  said  that  he  had  been  for  some  weeks  previously 
to  the  21st  of  August  under  the  influence  of  a  conspiracy. 
There  were  six  conspirators  plotting  against  him  with  a 
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Dr.  Gisborne,  the  surgeon  of  the  gaol,  gave  similar  evi-  1863. 
dence,  and  added,  that  the  prisoner's  condition  at  this  time 
w^s  similar  to  his  condition  when  he  was  brought  to  the 
gaol  in  August.  The  prisoner  stated  to  him  that  he  looked 
upon  a  woman  engaged  to  him  in  the  same  light  as  his  wife, 
and  that  he  ought  to  have  the  same  control  over  bis  wife  as 
over  any  portion  of  his  personal  property. 

Cross-examined. — ^The  prisoner's  language  implied  that 
he  knew  that  what  be  bad  done  was  punishable ;  but  I 
believe  that,  if  it  were  possible,  he  would  repeat  the  offence 
to-morrow. 

J3oden,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  evidence  for  the  de- 
fence showed  that  the  prisoner  knew  the  nature  and 
quality  of  his  act,  and  that  it  was  prohibited ;  and  al- 
though, owing  to  a  state  of  mind  differing  from  that  of  the 
majority  of  men,  he  conceived  that  his  act  was  right,  yet 
it  was  clear  that  he  well  knew  that  others  thought  it 
wrong. 

Martin,  B.  (to  the  jury). — The  act  of  the  prisoner 
amounted  to  murder,  subject  only  to  the  question  of  in- 
sanity. No  one  could  doubt  that  the  prisoner  knew  what 
be  was  doing,  and  that  it  would  cause  death.  Unless  he 
was  insane,  therefore,  under  those  circumstances  he  was 
guilty  of  murder.  No  word  was  more  vague  than  insanity. 
Probably,  there  was  not  one  of  the  jury  but  was  acquainted 
with  some  man  who  was  in  the  habit  of  doing  extraordi- 
nary actions,  and  of  whom  people  said,  ''Why,  that  man 
must  be  insane !"  Two  years  ago  an  investigation  took 
place  into  the  condition  of  mind  of  a  gentleman  from  the 
eastern  parts  of  the  country.  There  was  a  long  inquiry, 
which  excited  great  public  interest,  and  there  ^i^s  a  great 
divergence  of  opinion  among  medical  men.  Great  eccen- 
tricity of  conduct  on  the  part  of  that  person  was  shown, 
yet  there  was  nothing  to  relieve  him  from  criminal  re* 
sponsibility.     Probably  he  was  not  the  wisest  of  men^  yet 
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1863.  he  was  of  sufficient  intellect  to  take  care  of  himself  and 
avoid  doing  injury  to  others.  There  was  a  somewhat  simi- 
lar case  at  the  last  Gloucester  Assizes,  in  which  a  young 
lady  was  under  the  impression  that  a  number  of  ladies  had 
formed  an  unfounded  dislike  to  her.  In  all  probability 
she  was  labouring  under  a  delusion  with  respect  to  those 
persons,  yet  she  was  as  subject  to  the  criminal  law  as  any 
person  in  that  Court.  What  the  law  meant  by  an  insane 
man  was  a  man  who  acted  under  delusions,  and  supposed  a 
state  of  things  to  exist  which  did  not  exist,  and  acted 
thereupon.  A  man  who  did  so  was  under  a  delusion,  and  a 
person  so  labouring  was  insane.  In  one  species  of  insanity 
the  patient  lost  his  mind  altogether  and  had  nothing  but 
instinct  left.  Such  a  person  would  destroy  his  fellow 
creatures  as  a  tiger  would  his  prey,  by  instinct  only.  A 
man  in  that  state  had  no  mind  at  all,  and,  therefore,  was 
not  criminally  responsible.  The  law,  however,  went  fuilher 
than  that.  If  a  man  labouring  under  a  delusion  did  some- 
thing of  which  he  did  not  know  the  real  character,  some- 
thing of  the  effect  and  consequences  of  which  he  was  igno- 
rant, he  was  not  responsible.  An  ordinary  instance  of 
such  a  delusion  was  where  a  man  fancied  himself  a  king 
and  treated  all  around  him  as  his  subjects.  If  such  a  man 
were  to  kill  another  under  the  supposition  that  he  was  ex- 
ercising his  prerogative  as  a  king,  and  that  he  was  called 
upon  to  execute  the  other  as  a  criminal,  he  would  not  be 
responsible.  The  result  was  that,  if  the  jury  believed  that 
at  the  time  the  act  was  committed  the  prisoner  was  labour- 
ing under  a  delusion,  and  believed  that  he  was  doing  an 
act  which  was  not  wrong,  or  of  which  he  did  not  know  the 
consequences,  he  would  be  excused.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
be  well  knew  that  his  act  would  take  away  life,  that  that 
act  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  God  and  punishable  by  the 
law  of  the  land,  he  was  guilty  of  murder.  That  was  the 
real  question  they  had  to  try.  In  his  opinion  the  law 
upon  the  subject  was  best  laid  down  by  Justice  Lb  Blano, 
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as  able  a  Judge  as  ever  sat  oa  the  bench.  Justice  Le  1863. 
Blanc,  in  the  case  alluded  to,  observed  to  the  jury  that  it 
was  for  them  to  determine  whether  the  prisoner,  when  he 
committed  the  offence  with  which  he  stood  charged,  was 
incapable  of  distinguishing  right  from  wrong,  or  under  the 
influence  of  any  illusion  which  rendered  his  mind  at  the 
moment  insensible  of  the  nature  of  the  act  he  was  about  to 
commit;  since  in  that  case  he  would  not  be  legally  respon- 
sible for  his  conduct.  On  the  other  hand,  provided  they 
should  be  of  opinion  that  when  he  committed  the  offence 
he  was  capable  of  distinguishing  right  from  wrong,  and  not 
under  the  influence  of  such  an  illusion  as  disabled  him 
from  discerning  that  he  was  doing  a  wrong  act,  he  would 
be  amenable  to  the  justice  of  his  country  and  guilty  in  the 
eye  of  the  law.  That  in  his  (Baron  Martin's)  opinion  was 
a  correct  statement  of  the  law.  He  should  not  allude  to 
Bellingham's  case,  because  many  were  of  opinion  that  that 
was  an  unsatisfactory  trial.  In  Offord's  case,  the  late 
Lord  Lyndhurst  told  the  jury  that  they  must  be  satisfied, 
before  they  could  acquit  the  prisoner  on  the  ground  of  in- 
sanity, that  he  did  not  know  when  he  committed  the  act 
what  the  effect  of  it,  if  fatal,  would  be.  With  reference  to 
the  crime  of  murder,  the  question  was,  did  he  know  that 
he  was  committing  an  offence  against  the  laws  of  God  and 
nature  ?  In  Oxford's  case,  Lord  Denman  said,  **  Some- 
thing has  been  said  about  the  power  to  contract  and  to 
make  a  will;  but  I  think  that  those  things  do  not  supply 
any  test.  The  question  is,  whether  the  prisoner  was  la- 
bouring under  that  species  of  insanity  which  satisfies  you 
that  he  was  quite  unaware  of  the  nature,  character  and  con- 
sequences of  the  act  which  he  was  committing,  or,  in  other 
words,  whether  he  was  under  the  influence  of  a  diseased 
mind,  and  was  really  unconscious  at  the  time  he  was  com- 
mitting the  act  that  it  was  a  crime."  His  Lordship  con- 
tinued, that  the  jury  must  judge  of  the  act  by  the  prisoner's 
statements,  and  by  what  he  did  at  the  time.     Unless  they 
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1863.        were  satisfied — and  it  was  for  the  prisoner  to  make  it  out — 

^^"''^^^      that  he  did  not  know  the  consequences  of  his  act,  or  that 
Reoina  * 

V.  it  was  against  the  law  of  God  and  man  and  would  subject 

him  to  punishment,  he  was  guilty  of  murder.  His  Lord- 
ship then  went  most  carefully  through  the  evidence.  The 
prisoner's  letters  appeared  to  be  as  sensible  letters  as  he 
had  ever  read.  Again,  the  reason  the  prisoner  gave  for  his 
act  was  "  She  should  not  have  proved  false  to  me."  Now, 
if  his  real  motive  was  that  he  conceived  himself  to  have 
been  ill-used,  and  either  from  jealousy  of  the  man  who  was 
preferred  to  him,  or  from  a  desire  of  revenge  upon  her, 
committed  the  act,  that  would  be  murder.  Those  were 
the  very  passions  which  the  law  required  men  to  control, 
and  if  the  deed  was  done  under  the  influence  of  those  pas- 
sions there  was  no  doubt  that  it  was  murder.  The  pri- 
soner's expression  that  he  should  be  hanged  for  it  indicated 
that  he  knew  the  consequences  of  his  act.  Another  rea- 
son he  gave  for  what  he  had  done  was,  *'  The  woman  who 
deceives  me  must  die."  If  a  young  lady  promised  to 
marry  a  man  and  then  changed  her  mind,  it  might  be  truly 
said  that  she  deceived  him ;  but  what  would  be  the  con- 
sequences to  society  if  men  were  to  say  every  woman  who 
treated  them  in  that  way  should  die,  and  were  to  carry  out 
these  views  by  cutting  her  throat?  The  prisoner  claimed 
to  exercise  the  same  power  over  a  wife  as  he  could  lawfully 
exercise  over  a  chattel,  but  that  was  not  a  delusion,  nor 
like  a  delusion.  It  was  the  conclusion  of  a  man  who  had 
arrived  at  results  different  from  those  generally  arrived  at 
and  contrary  to  the  laws  of  God  and  man,  but  it  was  not 
a  delusion.  Evidence,  indeed,  had  been  given  of  an  actual 
delusion  in  the  prisoner's  mind  in  supposing  that  there  was 
a  conspiracy  against  him.  That  was  an  apt  and  common 
instance  of  delusion.  There  was  also  evidence  of  insanity 
in  the  maternal  line,  and  it  was  true  that  insanity  was  he- 
reditary and  did  descend  in  families.  The  object  of  that 
was  to  show  that  it  was  possible  and  not  unlikely  that  the 


MIDLAND  CIRCUIT.  849 

hereditary  taint  might  exist  in  the  prisoner.  All  the  evi- 
dence,  however,  failed  to  show  the  existence  of  any  delu- 
sion in  the  prisoner's  mind  which  could  explain  this  act. 
None  of  his  family  conceived  him  to  be  mad.  It  was  clear 
that  such  an  idea  had  not  entered  into  their  mind,  or  they 
would  not  have  recommended  him  to  go  and  see  Miss 
Goodwin.  They  treated  him  as  sane  from  beginning  to 
end,  as  a  proper  person  to  contract  matrimony  and  re- 
engage the  affections  of  this  young  woman.  The  account 
of  his  state  of  mind  upon  receiving  her  letters  was  most 
probably  correct  Most  men  would  probably  suffer  in  the 
same  way  under  similar  circumstances.  It  had  been  said 
by  one  of  the  witnesses  that  the  prisoner  did  not  know  the 
difference  between  good  and  evil.  If  that  was  a  test  of  in- 
sanity many  men  were  tried  who  did  not  know  that  differ- 
ence. In  truth  it  was  no  test  at  all.  The  idea  of  a  con- 
spiracy was  a  delusion ;  but  the  mere  setting  himself  up 
against  the  law  of  God  and  man  was  not  a  delusion  at  all. 
The  question  for  the  jury  was,  was  the  prisoner  insane, 
and  did  he  do  the  act  under  a  delusion,  believing  it  to  be 
other  than  it  was  ?  If  he  knew  what  he  was  doing,  and 
that  it  was  likely  to  cause  death  and  was  contrary  to  the 
law  of  God  and  man,  and  that  the  law  directed  that  per- 
sons who  did  such  acts  should  be  punished,  he  was  guilty 
of  murder. 

Verdict,  guilty  (a). 

(a)   Vide  Regina  v.  Burlon,  ante. 
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'Lincoln,  coram  Cockburn,  C,  J. 
1863.  ' 

"^v^^  CAWTHRA  AND  ANOTHER  V.  BILLIAT. 

Summer  Assites.  ^^ 

Upon  a  dispute  X  HIS  was  an  action  for  not  delivering  certain  wool  ac- 

the  plaintiffs      cording  to  agreement.     The  defendant  denied  the  agree- 
and  the  de-         ~.^«i. 
fendantasto      °^e°*- 

whichTmT"      ^^y^s,  Serjt.,  and  Merewetker,  for  the  plaintiffs, 
sold  by  the  Macaulat/,  Q.C.y  and  Beaslet/,  for  the  defendant. 

latter  to  the  rm  i     •       .  rr  1   •  II 

former,  the  The  plaintiiis  were  in  partnership  as  woolstaplers,  at 

fn?under''thT  Bradford,  and  their  case  was  that,  on  the  14th  of  June, 
direction  of  a     1859    Mr.  Cawthra  went  to  Newark  market,  and  there 

third  person,  • 

who  told  him  saw  the  defendant,  who  is  a  farmer  at  Honington,  in 
tiffs  had  con^  Lincolnshire,  about  the  purchase  of  his  wool.  The  de- 
miTthe^ispute  ^^^^^^^  ^ad  about  179  tods  of  wool  for  sale,  for  which  he 
to  arbitration,    wanted  38«.  6d.  per  tod ;  and  he  also  required  that  the 

packed  the 

wool  in  the       wool  should  be  put  up  into  sheets,  and  carried  away  and 

sheeu!  tmd  P*^'^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  course  of  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks.  Mr. 
loaded  it  upon  Cawthra  was  willing:  to  agree  to  this  condition,  but  would 

a  truck  at  a  . 

railway  sution,  only  give  38s,  per  tod,  which  the  defendant  refused  to 
quenUyron  accept.  Ultimately  it  was  arranged  that  Mr.  Cawthra 
thepiamtSs'     should  Consider  the  matter  for  an  hour,  and,  if  he  decided 

refused  to  con-  on  agreeing:  to  the  defendant's  terms,  should  send  a  Mr. 

sent  to  the  o  ft  ' 

arbitration,        Rushton,  who  was  the  plaintiffs'  agent  at  Newark,  down 

again.  ^^Heid,  ^  ^^^  station  to  meet  the  defendant  and  tell  him  so.  Mr. 
that  the  deli.     Cawthra  did  decide  on  accepting:  the  terms  offered,  and 

very  was  con-  . 

ditional  sent  Rushton  down  to  the  station   to   say  so  ;   but,  as 

wasnotsuffi-     Rushton  had  since  died,  the  plaintiffs  could  give  no  evi- 

Se^case  out%f  ^^^^^  ^f  what  had  passed  between  him  and  the  defendant 

Ae  Statute  of    Qn  the  26th  of  June,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  say  that  Mr. 

Cawthra  would  come  to  the  defendant's  to  put  up  and 

pay  for  the  wool  on  the  following  Monday  or  Tuesday. 

The  defendant  received  this  letter  on  the  26th,  and  wrote 

on  the  same  day  to  say  that  the  week  or  ten  days  he  had 
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Agreed  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  had  expired,  and  that  he  had 
sold  the  wool  to  some  one  else  on  the  previous  day.  In  the 
interval  between  the  conversation  at  Newark  and  the  date 
of  this  letter,  the  price  of  wool  had  risen  about  3^.  a  tod. 
On  the  following  Thursday  Mr.  Cawthra  went  to  Honing- 
ton,  and  saw  the  defendant,  who  repeated  his  statement 
that  the  wool  had  been  sold.  Mr.  Cawthra  returned 
home,  but  a  Mr.  Bell  took  upon  himself  to  arrange 
matters,  and,  having  gone  over  to  see  the  defendant,  wrote 
to  the  plaintiffs  to  come  over  to  Honington  for  the  wool 
and  pay  for  it.  Mr.  Cawthra  accordingly  sent  Rushton  to 
Honington  to  pack  up  the  wool,  and  himself  went  to 
Grantham  to  meet  the  defendant  and  Bell,  and  pay  for 
it.  On  getting  to  Grantham,  Mr.  Cawthra  found  that  the 
wool  had  already  arrived  there  from  Honington,  and  was 
standing  on  a  railway  truck,  packed  up  in  the  plaintiffs' 
sheets.  He  then  went  to  the  Angel  Hotel,  where  he 
found  the  defendant  and  Mr.  Bell,  the  latter  of  whom 
produced  the  paper  containing  what  purported  to  be  a 
reference  of  the  matter  to  himself  as  arbitrator,  which  he 
wished  both  parties  to  sign.  Mr.  Cawthra,  however, 
refused  to  sign  the  paper,  but  was  willing  to  pay  for  the 
wool  at  38«.  6d.  per  tod.  As  the  defendant  refused  this 
offer,  the  parties  separated. 

The  defendant's  case  was,  that,  at  the  interview  with  Mr. 
Cawthra  in  Newark  market,  nothing  had  been  said  about 
putting  up  the  wool  in  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks,  but  that, 
when  Rushton  came  to  him  at  the  station  to  tell  him  that 
Mr.  Cawthra  would  buy  the  wool,  the  defendant  had 
added  a  condition  that  the  wool  should  be  taken  away  or 
paid  for  within  a  week  or  ten  days,  as  he  wanted  the 
money  to  pay  his  rent.  As  the  plaintiff*  had  not  taken 
away  the  wool  within  the  ten  days,  he  had  agreed  to  sell 
it  to  some  one  else,  but  the  sale  had  gone  off*.  Soon  after, 
Mr.  Bell  came  to  the  defendant,  and  said,  '^  I  have  seen 
the  party  that  was  to  have  your  wool.    They  are  willing 
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Cawthra 
and  Anothcv 

BiLLlAV. 
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Cavtvea 
and  Aaockcr 


that  I  fharld  aiUtnie  fer  it.  rf  ym  ve  w^Ene-"*  TKe 
dtfeodant  \ipre»ed  lus  wilaBe^KaBr  raca  wixicb  Mr.  Bell 
told  bim  to  pot  the  wool  i&to  C2is  soeefii  and  take  it  to 
Graotham^  and  go  himself  to  Graficiiiaaiy  to  dbe  Angdy  to 
lueet  Mr.  Cawthra  there,  awi  have  the  arhitzatioa  settlexL 
That  had  all  been  done  acconfia^ir,  and  thrr  had  net  at 
the  Angel ;  bot,  as  3Ir.  Cavthra  wonki  doC  sign  the 
paper,  thej  had  separated  again  withoat  cooung  to  any 
arrangement.  The  wool  had  aftervank  been  taka^  oat  of 
the  sheets,  which  were  sent  back  to  the  plaintiffs 

His  LososHiP  remarked  that,  withoot  adverting  to  the 
coDflict  of  evidence  as  to  the  exirtfoce  of  any  contract  at 
all,  it  was  difficalt  to  see  how  the  plaintife  coald  get  over 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Taking  their  own  account,  there 
was  nothing  to  make  a  binding  contract  within  the 
meaning  of  that  Act. 

Hayes  contended  that  there  was  a  delirery  to  the  plain- 
tifis  when  the  wool  was  packed  in  their  sheets  and  loaded 
upon  the  raOway  truck ;  but. 

His  Lordship  observed  that  that  only  amounted  to  a 
conditional  delivery,  and  was  not  intended  to  take  effect 
unless  Bell  should  succeed  in  settling  the  dispute.  That 
had  not  been  done,  and,  therefore,  the  deliTcry  never  be- 
came absolute. 

Nonsuit 


MIDLAND  CIRCUIT.  863 


Northampton,  coram  Williams.  J. 

1863. 

BROWNSERD  v.  HARRIS.  ^^v^^ 

f^  Summer  Auixu, 

J-  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  a  lock  on  the  Where  in  an 
gate  of  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  justified  on  the  grQund  p^^ie  de- 
that  he  had  a  right  of  way  for  carts  and  Carriages  through  l^^^*"*!?"*^" 
the  gate,  which  the  plaintiff  obstructed  by  placing  the  ground  of  a 
lock  on  the  gate,  wherefore  the  defendant  removed  the  and  proved  a 

lr>/»L-    jp,«  coiistant  •««• 

*OCk,&C.  of  the  way  with 

Field  and  Palmer  for  the  plaintiff.  riage^he  was 

Hayes,  Serjt.,  and  Bennett  for  the  defendant.  i^'evrd^ence^a' 

Having  shown  that  the  defendant  had  constantly  used  ^ff*  1^9  y®*" 

°  ^  •'old  relating  to 

the  way  as  a  cart  and  carriage  way,  the  property, 

as  appurtenant 
JJcy^*,   Sent.,   proposed   to    put  in   evidence    certain  to  which  the 
,     ,  "I       •    •        <•  t  ''^■y  ''"■ 

ancient  deeds  containing  a  description  of  the  way  m  ques-  claimed,  and 

tion  and  purporting  to  convey  the  house  now  occupied  by  des^'ptUm  of 
the  defendant,  together  with  the  way  as  appurtenant  there-  ^  way,  for 
to,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  way  had  always  showing  that 
been  enjoyed  in  conformity  with  the  description  contained  alwi^s^een 
in  these  deeds,  the  earliest  of  which  was  executed  in  1738.  J^^tyi^th"""" 
2^W  objected,  that  the  title-deeds  of  the  defendant  were  ^ouiS^^n'"'' 
not  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  who  ought  not  to  be  the  deed, 
prejudiced  by  deeds,  to  which  he  was  neither  party  nor 
privy. 

Hayes  submitted  that,  having  proved  a  constant  user  of 
the  way  in  question,  he  was  entitled  to  show  that  that  user 
was  in  accordance  with  the  description  of  the  way  con- 
tained in  ancient  deeds  purporting  to  convey  the  property 
in  right  of  which  the  defendant  claimed  the  way,  and  de- 
scribing the  way  as  appurtenant  to  that  property. 

Williams,  J.— I  think  the  deeds  are  admissible,  because 
they  are  conformable  to  the  proved  exercise  of  the  right 
by  the  defendant.    They  profess  to  confer  a  right  which 
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1863.  has  been  acted  upon  by  enjoyment.  It  is  true  that  in  this 
case  the  person  claiming  the  right  is  not  the  person  on 
whom  the  right  of  way  was  conferred  by  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion, nor  does  he  claim  under  a  similar  conveyance,  since 
the  deed  conveying  the  property  to  him  merely  grants  all 
ways  appurtenant  to  the  property  in  question  in  general 
tern^  without  describing  them,  yet  he  claims  under  the 
deed  of  1738,  and  is  privy  thereto. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


LeioisteTy  coram  Martin^  B. 
_  ,     .  .  REGINA  V.  SPENCER  and  another. 

Whiter  Ainxti, 

A  policeman      JLHE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  unlawfully  woundinc: 

hay  no  power  ,       .  ^  o 

under  the  Act    George  Cuffliu,  with  intent  to  resist  their  lawful  apprehen- 
for  the  Pre-       „•  _ 
ventionof  ^^^"• 

26^ict!c.  114)      Bennett  for  the  prosecution. 

Sersous  whom        Mercwether  defended  the  prisoners, 
e  may  suspect 

of  coming  irom  The  pposecutor,  George  CufBin,  a  police  constable,  was 
Sve^eeinun!^  OH  duty  on  the  night  of  the  20th  of  November,  between 
lawfully  in        Qj^g  njjj  ^^q  o'clock,  when  he  saw  a  horae  and  cart  ap-* 

pursuit  of  ^         ^  '     ^  ^^  * 

game,  and  such  proaching  in  the  direction  of  Leicester.    There  waa  one 

lawfully  resist  ^lan  leading  the  horse  and  seven  or  eight  more  in  th^ 

^olence "Tii  ^^^^'    Suspecting  that  they  had  been  in  pursuit  of  game, 

necessary  to  the  congtable  laid  hold  of  the  horse's  rein,  and  asked  them 

prevent  their  i  ■       •  mi  •      / 

apprehension,    their  names  Qnd  business.    The  men  m  the  cart  called  out 

Whi»rp 

under  such  cir-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  leading  the  horse  to  pull  out  bis  stick 
^e'"'al"*e^'*  and  knock  the  policeman  down.  The  man  did  pull  out 
resist  with  in-  a  Stick  and  put  himself  in  a  fighting  attitude.  The  police- 
prevent  their  man  thereupon  drew  his  staff,  and  said,  ''You  are  poachers. 
Sd'one  of  °"'    I  s^a"  ^^^^^^  ^^®  ^^^^''    The  men  tried  to  prevent  him 

them  is  guilty 

of  excess,  the  otlvers  sure  x^t  responsible  fat  (k^  act  oi  tbf  if  opi«p^oq  exoeecluv  ^^  ««bo»q« 

intent.     * 
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looking  into  the  cart,  and  a  scuffle  ensued,  in  the  course  * 
of  which  the  policeman  was  knocked  down  by  a  blow 
from   behindi   which  struck  out  one  of  his  eyes,  and 
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Regina 

V. 

stretched  him  senseless  on  the  ground ;  but  he  was  unable  ^^  Another, 
to  say  who  struck  the  blow.  The  prisoners  were  after- 
wards apprehended,  as  they  were  driving  the  cart  into 
Leicester.  They  were  then  alone,  and  the  cart  on  being 
searched  was  found  to  contain  nothing  but  a  wooden 
peg,  a  pocket-knife,  and  a  dog  collar. 

His  Lordship  observed  that  there  seemed  to  be  no 
case  to  go  to  the  jury.  He  was  not  aware  that  the  police- 
man had  any  authority  to  arrest  the  prisoners,  and  there- 
fore there  was  no  intent  to  resist  a  lawful  apprehension. 

Bennett  referred  to  the  late  Act  for  the  Prevention  of 
Poaching  (a). 

Martin,  B, — That  act  does  not  authorize  the  police- 
man to  apprehend  the  persons  whom  he  suspects  of  having 
been  unlawfully  in  search  of  game,  but  only  to  apply  to  a 
justice  for  a  summons  citing  them  to  appear  at  petty 
sessions. 

Bennett. — At  a.ny  rate,  if  the  jury  negative  the  intent 


(a)  35  ft  28  Vict.  c.  IH,  vhich, 
by  sect  2,  enacts,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  constable  or  peace 
officer  in  any  county,  borough  or 
place  in  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 
land, in  any  highway,  street,  or 
public  place,  to  search  any  person 
whom  he  may  have  good  cause  to 
suspect  of  coming  from  any  land, 
where  he  shall  have  been  unlaw- 
fully in  search  or  pursuit  of  game, 
or  any  person  aiding  or  abetting 
such  person,  and  having  in  his 
possession  any  game  unlawfully 
obtained,  or  any  gun,  part  of  gun, 
or  nets  or  engines  used  for  the 
killing  or  taking  game,  and  also 
to  stop  and  search   any  cart  or 

3  M 


other  conversance  h)  or  upon  which 
such  constable  or  peace  officer 
shall  have  good  cause  to  suspect 
that  any  snch  game,  or  any  such 
article  or  thing  is  being  Carried  by 
any  such  person,  and  should  there 
be  found  any  game  or  any  such 
article  or  thing  as  aforesaid  upon 
such  person,  cart  or  conveyance, 
to  seize  and  detain  such  game, 
article  or  thing;  and  such  con- 
stable or  peace  officer  shall  in  such 
case  apply  to  some  justice  of  the 
peace  for  a  summons,  citing' such 
person  to  appear  before  two  jus- 
tices of  the  peace,  assembled  in 
petty  sessions,  as  provided  in  the 
18  &  19  Vict  c.  126,  8.  9,  &c 
2 
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1863.        laid  in  the  indictment,  they  can  find  the  prisoners  goflty 
^•"^^      of  the  unlawful  woundine. 


Martin,  B. — ^That  can  only  be,  if  the  policeman  was 


9. 

Spchcer 

mod  Another,    authorized  to  search  the  cart 


BennetL—Ue  was  so  authorized  by  the  act  already 
referred  to. 

Martih,  B. — No.  That  act  only  authorizes  the  con- 
stable to  stop  and  search  the  cart  when  he  has  good 
cause  to  suspect  that  game  unlawfully  obtained,  or  some 
gun,  net  or  engine  used  for  the  killing  or  taking  of  game 
is  being  conveyed  upon  it  You  have  not  shown  that 
the  constable  had  any  cause  of  suspicion  whatever. 

Bennett. — The  prisoners  may  be  convicted  on  the 
ground  of  excess.  The  blow  was  far  more  than  sufficient 
to  prevent  the  search. 

Martin,  B.— You  do  not  show  that  either  of  the  pri- 
soners struck  the  blow,  and  there  was  no  such  common 
intent  as  would  render  the  prisoners  liable  for  the  act  of 
the  man  who  did  strike  the  blow.  The  only  common 
intent  you  have  proved,  was  that  of  resisting  the  unlawful 
search,  which,  so  far  as  appears,  they  had  a  right  to  do. 
The  man  who  struck  the  blow  is  alone  guilty  of  the 
excess,  and  the  prisoners  must  be  acquitted. 

His  Lordship  accordingly  directed  the  jury  to  acquit 
the  prisoners. 
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Coram  Martin^  B.  1868. 

REGINA  V.  SPENCER  and  another.  Leicester 

Yj^  WhUtr  AuizeM, 

XHE  prisoners  were  tried  upon  an  Indictment  which  A  policeman 
charged  them  with  assaulting  George  Cufflin,  a  police-con-  stopping  and 
stable,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty.  ^u^oS  a 

Bennett  appeared  for  the  prosecution.  ^  Acffor  the 

Merewether  defended  the  prisoners.  Poaching(25& 

In  addition  to  the  fact  detailed  in  the  preceding  case,  where  he^haa 
evidence  was  given  that  a  Mr.  Franks  had  sent  word  to  the  ^^  *tSat  the 
policeman,  a  few  hours  before  the  cart  was  stopped,  that  cart  is  carrying 
eight  men,  a  cart  and  horse  and  two  dogs  were  going  from  has  heen  un- 
Leicester  in  the  direction  of  a  village  three  or  four  miles  tHined/ftc. 

distant  anduj^nan 

indictment  for 

Bennett  relied  upon  this  evidence  as  showing  that  the  JJSJI^iJ^S  in* 

policeman  had  good  cause  to  suspect  that  game  unlawfully  ^^y^^P"^®** 

obtained  was  being  carried  upon  the  cart,  and  proposed  under  such 

also  to  prove  that  the  prisoners  were  habitual  poachers.       it  is  necessary' 

to  prove  the 
Martin,  B. — You  cannot  give  general  evidence  of  bad  existence  of 

,  reasonable 

character.  grounds  of  sus- 

picion.  Where 

Bennett. — I  propose  to  eive  the  evidence,  not  for  the  no  reasonable 

.  .  ,  ground  of  sus- 

purpose  of  proving  that  the  prisoners  have  committed  the  picion  can  be 

particular  offence  for  which  they  are  now  indicted,  but  for  fondants  we*' 

the  purpose  of  throwing  light  upon  what  was  passing  in  i\wt»fied  ip  re- 

the  policeman*s  mind.  search. 

Martin,  B. — I  think  you  cannot  give  general  evidence 
of  character  for  that  purpose. 

Bennett  then  contended  that  the  evidence  already  given 
showed  sufficient  cause  of  suspicion. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  a  contrary  opinion.    Good  cause 
to  suspect  means  a  reasonable  ground  of  suspicion  upon 
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1863.        which  a  reasonable  man  may  act.     You  have  only  shown 
Regina       ^^^^  ^^^  policeman  was  informed  that  the  prisoners  had 

„    ••  gone  out  of  Leicester  with  six  others  in  a  horse  and  cart, 

Spemcek        °  ... 

and  Another,  accompanied  by  two  dogs.     Now  it  is  obvious  that  eight 

men  may  reasonably  go  out  of  a  town  with  a  horse  and 

cart  and  two  dogs  for  a  multitude  of  purposes  besides  that 

of  unlawfully  taking  game,  and  the  policeman  had,  from 

those  circumstances  alone,  no  more  cause  to  suspect  them 

of  having  committed  the  latter  offence  than  of  committing 

almost  any  other  offence  known  to  the  law.  There  is  clearly 

no  good  cause  of  suspicion  in  those  circumstances,  and,  that 

being  so,  the  policeman  was  not  justified  under  the  Act  for 

the  Prevention  of  Poaching  (a),  in  stopping  and  searching 

the  cart,  and  so  was  not  in  the  execution  of  his  duty  on 

the  occasion  in  question.    Neither  can  the  prisoners  be 

convicted  of  a  common  assault,  for  they  had  a  right,  under 

the  circumstances,  to  use  such  violence  as  was  necessary  to 

prevent  the  policeman  from  searching  the  cart,  and  the 

man  is  alone  guilty  of  the  excess  who  actually  struck  the 

excessive  blow. 

The  prisoners  were  then  acquitted  by  his 

Lordship's  direction. 

(a)  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  1 14.     See  ante,  p.  854. 
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Cotittof  Queen*sBench,Westmin$ter,coram  Cockburn,  CJ. 

Sittings^ 
SYMM    V.   FRASER  and  another.  Michaelmas 

XHIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintifT;  a  woman>  against  two  In  an  action 
medical  men,  for  an  alleged  wrongful  restraint  and  incarcera-  ^^aC^Vmen 
tion  as  a  lunatic.  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  ^oj  leaving, 

°  with  other 

and  divers  other  persons,  as  their  servants  and  by  their  persons,  un- 
command,  entered  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house^  5,  Oakley  tered  the  house 
Street,  Camden  Town,  and   made  a  great  disturbance  and^asfauhef 
therein,  and  stayed  therein  for  a  long  time,  and  assaulted  ^^^  impri- 

•^  &  »  soned  her 

and  beat  the  plaintiff  and  imprisoned  her,  and  put  her  therein,  they 
under  bodily  restraint,  under  the  false  and  unfounded  pre-  L^tguiity^a/d 

tence  that  she  was  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  incapable  jfaveand 

■  /  '  licence ;  and 

of  taking  care  of  herself,  and  unfit  to  be  at  liberty,  and  the  case  being 
kept  and  continued  her  so  imprisoned  for  a  long  time,  and  caUed  them 
prevented  her  friends  from  having  access  to  her,  and  kept  medical Yt-***"^ 
her  without  proper  food  and  sustenance,  and  forced  her  to  tendants;  and 

*  ,  „  .  ,  ,  ,  .  had  asked  them 

take  and  swallow   noxious  drugs  and   compounds,  and  tosendanurse; 
thereby  injured  and  impaired  her  health,  &c.     The  de-  at'the  desir^of 
fendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  also  that  they  did  what  genj^o"^ni 
was  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff's  leave.     Issue  (tf).  female  nurse, 

but  also  a  male 

Chambers,  Huddleston  and  Prentice,  for  the  plaintiff.      "^e  both'rn'l'' 

gaged  by  the 

Patty  J  Serjt.,  and  Smythies,  for  the  defendant  Ffaser;  plaintiff's 
HaWkitiSf  Q.Gi,  atid  Oriffits,  for    the   other  defendant,  whom  the  de- 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  whether,  a!i  the  plaintiff 

alleged  certain 
(ii)  No  retoeation  of  the  leave      such  revocation  in  a  lucid  state  of  J^gtrainVand 
ilid  licence  was  replied.     And  if  it      mind.  See  Felthamv.  Cartwright,  coercion;  the 

had  been,  there  was  no  evidence  of      7  Sc.  Rep.  697.  defence  being 

that  she  was 
suffering  under 
delirium  tremens^  and  that  there  Was  no  more  restraint  than  necessary  as  a  part  of  medical 
treatment.  Held^  that  if  this  were  so,  even  assuming  that  the  defendants  were  responsible 
tor  the  acts  of  tfie  attendants,  there  was  a  justification  in  law,  bad  it  been  so  pleaded ;  though, 
ttmhUf  the  defence  arose  also  under  a  plea  of  leave  and  licence,  supposing,  at  all  events, 
^ere  was  no  express  revocation  of  the  retainer  by  the  plaiiltilt' ifi  a  tocid -interval* 
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Frasbe 
and  Another. 


the  defendants  bad  pleaded  jointly,  they  could  appear  by 
Gounsel  separately ;  but  his  impression  was,  that  if  the 
defences  were  in  substance  different,  he  should  allow  the 
defendants  to  be  represented  separately. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  next  day  said,  as  the  defen  'ants 
joined  in  their  pleading,  they  could  appear  by  separate 
counsel,  unless  their  defences  in  any  material  sense  were 
different  and  distinct,  as  to  which  he  should  rely  on  the 
statement  of  counsel. 

Parry ^  Serjt.,  said,  he  was  bound  to  say  that  neither  of 
the  defendants  meant  to  throw  the  blame  upon  the  other, 
or  to  set  up  a  defence  in  substance  different. 

CocKDURN,  C.  J.,  said,  upon  this  answer  he  thought 
that  the  defendants  had  not  a  right  to  appear  by  different 
counsel. 

Parrt/f  Serjt.,  said,  that  being  so,  he  believed  that,  as 
Fraser's  name  stood  first  on  the  record,  he  was  entitled  to 
appear  and  conduct  the  case. 

Hawkins  assented  to  this,  and  accordingly  Parry,  Serjt., 
conducted  the  defence. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  a  widow  of  some  means, 
had  been  residing  with  her  imbecile  brother  and  a  Mrs. 
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Andrews  to  attend  her.  He  called  in  Mr.  Fraseri  and  he 
proposed  to  send  her  a  nurse.  To  her  surprise,  she  found 
herself  soon  taken  care  of  by  one  or  two  female  nurses  and 
a  man,  and,  in  short,  treated  as  a  lunatic.  He  stated  acts 
of  restraint  or  coercion  to  which  she  had  been  subjected ; 
and  said  he  should  show  that  the  keepers  were  sent  and 
retained  by  the  defendants,  who  refused  to  withdraw  them 
when  requested  so  to  do  by  the  plaintiff.  It  would  be  set 
up  that  she  was  suffering  under  delirium  tremens  arising 
from  drunkenness.  But  that,  he  said,  was  a  pure  fabrica- 
tion. When  written  to  for  explanation,  the  defendants 
wrote  in  answer  to  this  effect;  that  they  had  never  treated 
her  except  in  accordance  with  established  medical  prin- 
ciples, and  that  they  had  never  placed  her  under  restraint. 
They  had  not  dared  to  plead  that  she  was  a  dangerous 
lunatic,  and  so  could  not  justify  acts  of  personal  violence, 
coercion  or  restraint,  which  would  be  proved  against  them. 
She  never  consented  to  their  acts,  and  they  could  not  and 
did  not  justify  coercion  (a). 

The  plaintiff  being  called  as  a  witness  in  support  of  her 
case,  stated  that  in  December,  1861 — about  the  19th  De- 
cember— she  was  'Haken  suddenly  ill,"  (describing  cer- 
tain symptoms  which  tallied  with  those  of  delirium  tremens) 
''with  a  sense  of  suffocation  and  fermentation,"  and  a 
blackness  round  the  eyes,  &c.  She  sent  for  Mr.  Andrews, 
and  she  told  him  she  was  very  ill.  She  had  seen  him  at 
one  other  time.  She  had  sent  for  him  again,  but  he  was 
from  home,  and  she  sent  for  Dr.  Fraser.  She  said  to  him 
that  she  was  very  ill,  and  asked  him  if  he  knew  of  a  nurse 
whom  he  could  send,  as  her  brother  was  very  weak  sitting 
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(/i)  Except  so  far  as  it  strictly 
formed  part  of  medical  treatment, 
it  might  be  included  in  the  implied 
authority  of  the  retainer,  and  was 
not  expressly  revoked  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  any  lucid  interval.  Assum- 
ing a  retainer,  and  a  state  of  delirium 


tremens,  the  evidence  showed  that 
as  much  restraint  as  the  defendants 
sanctioned,  or  the  attendants  ad- 
mitted, would  be  proper  medical 
treatment,  and  therefore  would 
come  within  the  licence  until  re- 
voked in  a  lucid  state. 
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up  lit  night  with  her.  He  said  he  would  see.  Soon  after- 
wards a  woman  named  Brown  came  and  said  the  ''  doctor 
sent  her/'  and  ''  commenced  pulling  her  about,"  and  wish- 
ing her  to  sit  down  or  lie  down,  and  asking  her  to  get 
some  tea,  &c.  While  Mrs.  Brown  was  there  the  two  de- 
fendants came,  and  the  witness  said  to  them  that  she  did 
not  like  the  woman  they  had  sent  her  and  roust  send  her 
away,  and  told  her  to  go,  and  she  did  and  went  away, 
witness  having  first  paid  her.  The  doctors  went  away,  and 
afterwards  a  woman  named  Slack  came.  When  she  came, 
witness  was  in  the  parlour,  and  while  she  was  there  witness 
fell  asleep,  the  woman  remaining  there.  When  she  (the 
plaintiff)  awoke  she  found  a  man  there,  a  dark  man.  She 
asked  him,  she  said,  what  he  did  there,  and  he  said  "  No- 
ihing.''  I  tried  (said  the  plaintiff)  to  get  a  bottle  of  wine. 
I  tried  to  go  out,  and  went  towards  the  street  door,  and  he 
pulled  me  back  and  said  "  You  are  dirty."  The  man  and 
Woman  pulled  me  back. 

Hawkins  objected  that  it  must  be  shown  that  this  was 
done  by  the  authority  of  the  defendants. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.-*-No  doubt  that  must  be  proved  at 
tonte  time,  but  it  may  depend  on  all  the  facts  and  circum- 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH.  863 

Dr.  BameB  came  in  shortly  ttfterwardsy  while  the  defendants        1863. 

were  there.     I  had  not  sent  for  Dr.  Barnes,  bat  I  said, '  I      '^T^'^^^^ 

Symii 
am  glad  you  have  come ;  don't  leave  me.'     I  was  in  such  v. 

a  state  of  exhaustion  I  could  scarcely  speak,  and  I  felt  as    ^^^  Anotheh 

though  I  were  dying — fainting  and  deathlike.    They  told 

Dr.  Barnes  I  had  drunk  three  bottles  of  wine.    Dr.  Eraser 

and  the  man  told  him  so.     I  was  kept  upstairs,  she  said, 

until  the  31st  of  December  or  the  1st  of  January.     During 

that  time  the  man  and  woman  were  there,  except  at  meals. 

I  was  up  there  a  day  and  a  night  before  I  saw  either  of 

the  defendants  again.     Then  Dr.  Andrews  came,  and  I 

asked  him  why  he  put  such  people  in  my  house,  as  t  was 

not  insane.    He  said  nothing.    I  said,  'Send  those  people 

out  of  my  house  ;  they  are  of  no  use  but  to  torment  me ; 

they  have  been  cruelly  persecuting  me  since  you  were  here 

last.'    He  made  no  answer.    The  woman  told  me  she  had 

been  three  years  in  a  lunatic  asylum.    Afler  this  I  told  my 

brother  I  was  being  murdered,  and  that  he  was  to  send 

for  a  Mr.  Bennett,  a  friend  of  hers,  and  ultimately  he  came, 

and  these  people  were  removed  at  the  end  of  December. 

After  that  I  saw  no  more  of  either  of  the  defendants. 

Afterwards  I  was  happier  in  my  mind,  that  they  were 

gone,  but  my  health  was  much  the  same,  and  on  the  12th 

of  January  I  went  to  Bath.     On  the  1st  of  February  I 

came  back  from  Bath  and  saw  Mr.  Andrews,  and  asked  him 

how  he  dared  to  put  such  people  in  my  house,  and  where 

they  lived  and  their  names.     He  said  Dr.  Fraser  put  them 

in.    I  afterwards  saw  Dr.  Fraser,  and  I  asked  him  how  he 

came  to  send  such  people,  and  he  made  the  same  answer 

as  the  other,  that  it  was  not  he  who  sent  the  man,  but  Dr. 

Andrews."    She  denied  that  she  was  ever  intoxicated ;  but 

admitted  that  she  sometimes  took  a  little  wine. 

Mr.  Bennett^  a  friend  of  the  plaintiff's,  described  what 

he  saw  and  observed  on  the  occasion  in  question  when  he 

weiit  to  see  tlie  plaintiff.    The  man  and  woman,  he  said, 

were  on  each  side  of  her  chair.     She  made  an  attempt  to 

rise  and  greet  me,  and  they  took  hold  of  her  and  thrust  her 
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1863.        back  into  the  chair.     I  said^  ''Mrs.  Symm,  what  is  the 

^"^^'^^      matter?"    I  saw,  by  the  extreme  terror  in  her  face,  that 
Symm  ^    ^  ' 

9.  she  was  suffering  from  apprehension.      She  said,  **  They 

and  Another,  have  put  these  people  in  my  house."     I  said,  "  Who?** 

Parry,  Serjt,  objected.  That  is  the  great  question  in 
the  cause,  and  what  she  said  behind  the  backs  of  the  de- 
fendants surely  cannot  be  evidence  against  them. 

Chambers  argued  that,  as  they  suggested  she  was  in  a 
state  of  mind  to  require  coercion,  all  she  said  and  did  was 
evidence  to  show  sanity  of  mind* 

Parry f  Serjt. — We  have  never  suggested  that,  and  we 
are  not  responsible  for  coercive  measures  adopted  by  the 
man  and  woman.  Our  defence  is,  that  she  was  suffering 
from  a  fit  of  delirium  tremens  caused  by  drink. 

Chambers  then  urged  that  everything  she  said  would  be 
evidence  as  tending  to  show  that  she  was  not  in  such  a  state, 
for  delirium  tremens  must  affect  the  mind. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Not  permanently.  It  is  only  while 
the  fit  is  on. 

Chambers. — ^The  doctors  can  hardly  say  that  at  the  very 
time  she  was  subjected  to  these  restraints  she  was  able  to 
give  sensible  and  intelligible  answers.  Moreover,  the  de- 
fence now  set  up  is  not  pleaded. 

Parry,  Serjt. — ^The  defendants  say  that  they  were  called 
in  by  her,  and  did  what  they  deemed  the  best  for  her  as 
her  medical  attendants. 

CAamfters.— Then,  in  any  way  in  which  the  case  is  put 
I  am  entitled  to  put  her  language  and  conversations  as  evi- 
dence  of  her  state  of  mind  at  the  time. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Perhaps  in  that  view  the  evidence  is 
admissible.  Here  is  the  woman,  under  actual  restraint, 
pushed  back  into  her  chair  as  she  rises.  Assuming  that 
the  defendants  authorized  these  acts  of  restraint,  then 
her  state  of  mind  at  the  time  must  be  material  as  against 
them. 
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Parry,  Seijt.— But  we  say  that  they  are  not  responsible,  1863. 
and  that  her  words  behind  their  backs  are  not  evidence  ^^^^ 
against  them  that  they  are  so.  9. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.—Still,  what  she  says  and  does  at  the   ^^  Another. 
time  must  be  material ;  but  what  she  says,  of  course,  is 
not  evidence  as  to  the  defendants'  liability  for  the  acts 
complained  of,  only  as  to  her  state  of  mind  at  the  time,  and 
as  part  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  witness  went  on. — She  said  the  doctors  sent  them. 
I  then  turned  to  the  man  and  asked  him  who  sent  him. 

Parry,  Serjt.,  objected  to  this.  Surely  what  the  man 
said  in  the  absence  of  the  defendants  could  not  affect 
them. 

Chambers  insisted  that  all  that  passed  at  the  interview 
was  admissible. 

C0CKBURN9  C.  J. — Only  as  far  as  she  took  part  in  it 

Chambers. — I  don't  seek  to  bind  the  defendants  by  what 
passed  behind  their  backs  as  to  their  liability  for  the  acts 
done;  but  only  use  the  evidence  as  to  her  state  of  mind  at 
the  time. 

The  witness  went  on  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  asked  him 
to  turn  the  people  out  of  the  house,  for  that  they  were  "driv- 
ing her  mad/'  She  said,  "  Then  I  authorize  you  to  do  so." 
The  man  said  he  would  not  go  out.  He  refused  to  go,  and 
said  he  would  obey  no  authority  but  that  of  those  who  put 
him  there.  She  repeated  her  request  to  me  to  turn  them 
out.  Having  ascertained  by  whom  they  were  sent,  I  said 
that  I  would  go  to  the  doctors  myself.  As  I  was  leaving 
she  made  another  attempt  to  follow  me.  The  woman 
caught  hold  of  her,  and  drew  her  back  again.  The  man 
let  me  out,  and  I  said  I  would  go  round  to  Mr.  Andrews. 
I  went  to  see  Mr.  Andrews,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  au- 
thorized those  persons  to  take  up  their  position  in  the 
plaintiff's  house.  He  said  he  had  done  so ;  that,  in  con- 
cert with  Dr.  Fraser,  he  had  authorized  them  to  go  there ; 
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that  she  was  not  in  a  fit  state  to  be  left  alone ;  that  she 
had  threatened  to  cut  her  throat  the  day  before,  and  that 
she  was  decidedly  mad  from  drink.  He  said  it  was  quite 
clear  she  was  under  the  influence  of  madness  from  drink, 
and  that  he  should  not  remove  the  man  and  woman.  The 
witness  said  that  then  he  went  to  see  Dr.  Fraser,  but  he 
was  not  at  home.  The  next  day  he  saw  Dr.  Barnes,  and 
then  saw  Mr.  Andrews  again.  I  told  him,  he  said,  I  had 
seen  Dr.  Barnes,  and  had  asked  him  his  opinion  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  state  of  mind,  and  that  he  said  she  was  not  in- 
sane, but  that  she  soon  would  be  if  the  state  of  excitement 
was  kept  up,  and  added,  that  in  consequence  of  what  Dr. 
Barnes  had  said  I  should  take  on  myself  the  responsibility 
of  removing  the  man  and  woman.  He  said  I  was  taking 
a  very  heavy  responsibility  on  myself,  and  that  she  had 
threatened  to  throw  herself  out  of  the  window ;  and  that 
there  would  be  a  coroner's  inquest  or  some  lamentable  re- 
sult if  they  were  removed.  I  said  I  would  take  that  respon- 
sibility, and  requested  him  to  order  his  people  away.  He 
said,  I  hope  you'll  not  regret  it  I  then  went  to  the  house 
of  tlie  plaintiff  to  tell  her  Mr.  Andrews  had  assented  to  the 
removal  of  the  man  and  woman,  and  I  saw  her  and  told  her 
so,  and  told  the  man  to  be  off.     He  said  he  was  to  be 
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Asked   as  to  the  state  of  mind,  he  said  be  should  not        1863. 

say  that  it  was  healthy.     She  showed  a  neglect  of  her      "^^"^^ 

person,  and  her  room  was  not  in  a  nice  state,  she  had  an  o. 

aversion  to  go  to  bed,  and  she  seemed  to  be  suffering  fVom  mi^  Another 

great  mental  annoyance;  such,  he  said,  as  might  have 

been  caused  by  having  a  couple  of  keepers  over  her.    Her 

ftate,  he  went  on  to  say,  did  not  imply  delirium  tremens. 

Being  asked,  What  does  delirium  tremens  arise  from? 

What  is  its  cause  ?  The  witness  answered,  the  exhausting 

effects  of  ardent  drink,  acting  on  the  nervous  system.    Not 

necessarily,  he  said,  habits,  in  the  sense  of  acts  continually 

repeated  for  any  long  period.     It  might  arise  from  a  short 

period  of  indulgence  in  ardent  spirits.     As  to  quantities, 

that  would  depend  upon  the  constitution  of  the  particular 

person.     He  went  on  to  say,  that  at  the  time  he  was  under 

the  impression  that  her  state  had  arisen  from  drink,  but 

he  was  bound  to  say  that  he  might  have  been  mistaken, 

and  that  it  might  have  arisen  from  a  gouty  state  of  the 

system  ill  developed.     His  impression  being  at  the  time 

that  her   state   arose   from  drink,  be   had   desired  her 

to  abstain  from   it.     He  saw  several  bottles  of  sherry, 

and  he  thought  her  conduct  peculiar.    Such  liquors,  he 

thought,  very  bad  for  persona  of  a  gouty  temperament; 

and  great  excitement  from  drink,  almost  amounting  to 

delirium  tremens,  might  arise  from  short  indulgence.  What 

is  popularly  called  delirium  tremens  is,  he  said,  the  last 

stage  of  the  disease,  caused  by  such  over  indulgence— hi 

state  in  which  the  senses  cease  to  work.    Supposing  the 

person  had  suddenly  taken  to  drinking  in  a  gouty  state,  it 

would,  if  it  did  not  throw  the  gout  out,  produce  congestion 

of  the  organs.    As  delirium  tremens  may  be  induced  by 

temporary  indulgence,  a  gouty  state,  ill  developed,  would 

render  the  person  so  indulging  more  liable  to  it.     Such  a 

state  of  the  system  would  tend  to  increase  the  liability  to 

delirium  tremens,  from  temporary  indulgence  in  ardeat 

drink  I  sudden  and  r^pid  indulgence,  say  for  a  week,  by  a 
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as  has  been  supposed,  the  mind 
bis  experience  of  deiiriura  tremea 
the  sensorial  than  the  mental  sysl 
in  @hort|  in  supposing  things  to 
when  there  was  a  strong  attack  c 
to  GJthibit  violence,  there  would  I; 
would ^  even  in  such  a  casej  be  lo 
It  is  necessary  in  such  a  case  to 
deoly  depriving  the  patient  of  at 
posed  case  of  an  abstemions  pe 
drinking,  the  person  would  in  sc 
stage  of  intoxication^  so  that  all 
tniist  be  able  to  observe  it*  Tho 
dronkennesSj  but  there  must  be  c 
of  the  eiFeets  of  Inebriation. 

Dr*  Tunstall,  a  physician,  who 
Bathi  a  month  after  the  oecurr 
that  she  was  then  ¥ery  ill,  S 
oppression  of  the  chestj  and  wai 
eiccited  condition*  lie  e^faminec 
fully,  having  a  suspicion  that  the 
by  drink.  Upon  his  inquiring,  h 
taken  any^  she  said,  **  No/'  Hci 
her^  and  was  of  opinion  that  b 
what  was  called  '^  travailing  goal 
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ances  of  having  suffered  lately  from  deliriom  tremens.  isa 
Supposing  she  had  suffered  a  month  before  under  such  ^^ 
an  attack  of  delirium  tremens  as  to  require  keepers,  he  v. 

doubted  whether  he  would  have  discovered  it  then — a  and  An* 
month  afterwards.  He  went  on  to  say  that  he  never 
knew  an  instance  of  an  habitual  drinker,  with  a  habit 
of  delirium  tremens,  ever  getting  over  it,  because  the 
habit  of  drinking  was  so  strong  on  such  persons  that 
they  could  not  abstain  from  drink.  Thus  they  got  fit 
after  fit  until  they  died  of  it.  So  that  if  a  person  showed 
no  symptoms  of  delirium  tremens,  he  should  doubt  if  that 
person  ever  had  it ;  though  that  would  depend  upon  the 
evidence.  He  should  have  evidence  one  way  or  the  other. 
The  witness  said,  delusions  of  the  senses  were  symptoms  of 
delirium  tremens.  He  said,  such  delusions  are  constant  and 
continued  throughout  the  whole  attack.  Being  asked,  as  a 
medical  man,  what  symptoms  he  should  expect  in  a  state 
to  require  restraint?  He  said,  in  the  first  place,  there 
would  be  delusions  or  hallucinations,  and  then  knives,  &c., 
would  be  put  out  of  the  way.  I  should  not,  in  the  first 
place,  advise  restraint  at  all,  as  it  would  increase  the  ex- 
citement. I  should  not  put  a  patient  under  restraint 
unless,  from  what  I  had  observed,  I  found  him  dangerous 
to  himself  or  others.  Being  asked,  do  not  persons  under 
delirium  tremens  sometimes  commit  suicide?  He  said, 
very  often.  Frequ^tly.  That  is  why  knives,  &c.,  should 
be  put  out  of  their  way.  And  suppose  a  patient  said,  *'  I 
shall  commit  suicide,*' or, '' There  will  be  murder  to-night," 
and  this  occurred  after  attending  for  several  days  under  de- 
lirium tremens,  he  should  not  deem  it  necessary  to  exercise 
vigilance  and  restraint,  and  should  direct  that  the  patient 
should  be  watched,  and  the  question  would  then  arise 
whether  there  ought  not  to  be  personal  restraint.  And  on 
that  question  he  would  exercise  the  best  of  his  judgment 
as  a  medical  man.  Suppose  a  patient  attempted  to  throw 
himself  out  of  window,  he  should  say  it  was  a  case  for 
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1863.        immediate   restraint.     Being  asked,  may  not  a  person 
^^^'^^^      recover  in  a  single  night  under  medical  treatment  from  a 
9.  fit  of  delirium  tremens?   be  said,  oh,   yes;   that  often 

and  Vnother.  happens,  under  the  influence  of  laudanum  or  morphia, 
though  I  prefer  laudanum.  I  know  a  case  of  a  person  re- 
covering in  a  single  night  after  such  treatment  If  a  patient 
said,  «  I  shall  kill  myself,"  I  should  ask,  "  Why  ?"  and  if 
the  patient  gave  a  rational  answer,  I  should  not  consider  it  as 
a  symptom  of  delirium  tremens.  If,  for  instance,  she  was 
complaining  of  persons  being  in  the  house,  I  should  ask  why 
they  were  there,  and  should  ask  them  as  to  the  symptoms 
which  induced  them  to  watch  her;  and  I  should  inquire  how 
they  treated  her.  The  witness  being  pressed  as  to  the  in- 
stance he  had  mentioned,  said  it  was  a  case  of  downright 
delirium  tremens,  but  the  patient  recovered  in  a  night. 

Parry^  Serjt,  in  addressing  the  jury  .for  the  defence, 
said,  the  case  was  of  the  last  importance  to  the  medical 
profession.  It  had  been  opened  as  a  case  of  forcible 
confinement  and  incarceration  for  insanity,  without  the 
shadow  of  a  foundation  in  fact.  The  case  for  the  defence 
was  not  insanity,  or  even  habitual  intoxication  or  exces- 
sive drinking,  prior  to  but  on  the  unhappy  occasion  now 
in  question.  He  should  prove  that  this  poor  woman  was 
suffering  from  disease;  it  might  have  been,  as  Dr.  Tunstall 
thought,  'Hra veiling  gout;"  but  about  the  19th  of  December 
she  began  drinking  sherry  and  ale,  especially  sherry,  at 
the  rate  of  a  bottle  a  day,  and  thus  she  became  in  such 
a  state  of  excitement  as  to  be  obliged  to  call  in  Dr. 
Andrews.  Her  own  companion,  Mrs.  Hill,  would  be 
called  as  a  witness  to  sustain  this  defence.  Mrs.  Taylor 
would  be  called  but  she  was  abroad.  On  the  23rd  of 
December,  Dr.  Andrews  first  was  called  in  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  said  she  was  suffering  from  excitement  caused  by 
indulgence  in  drink.  Delirium  tremens,  as  had  been 
stated,  was  a  disease  which  had  many  stages,  from  its 
first  and  incipient  stage  down  to  that  last  and  worst  stage, 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


S'^l 


when  there  was  a  total  prostration  of  the  nervous  system 
and  the  senses.  When  Dr.  Fraser  saw  her,  he  said  she 
was  in  the  same  condition ;  and  both  he  and  Dr.  Andrews 
directed  that  she  should  be  kept  from  drink,  that  is, 
excessive  drink.  In  short,  the  treatment  of  delirium 
tremens  was  followed.  The  defendants  would  both  avow 
it,  and  would  ask  the  verdict  of  the  jury  upon  it  (a).  They 
consulted  together,  and  acted  to  the  best  of  their  judg- 
ment. These  medical  men  had  gone  to  attend  her,  and 
do  their  best  for  her,  in  the  exercise  of  the  duties  of 
their  most  beneficent  profession.  Suppose  they  had  not 
gone.  It  would  be  proved  that  the  poor  woman  threatened 
suicide.  Suppose  that  they  had  not  gone  to  her,  and  that 
she  had  destroyed  herself.  What  would  have  been  said  ? 
Thank  God  they  did  go,  and  did  their  best,  according  to 
their  judgment,  regardless  of  the  risks  and  responsibilities 
they  ran ;  they  appealed  to  the  jury  to  vindicate  them  by 
their  verdict.  It  was  a  perfect  defence  to  the  action  that 
these  gentlemen,  called  in  by  the  plaintiff  herself,  treated 
her  to  the  best  of  their  skill  and  knowledge,  and  advised 
those  who  were  in  charge  of  her  to  the  best  of  their  judgment 
and  ability.  It  was  said  that  the  keepers  were  employed 
by  the  defendants.  But  even  assuming  that  they  sent 
them  it  could  not  be  supposed  that  they  meant  them  to  do 
anything  which  was  wrong.  The  poor  woman  could  not 
give  directions  about  herself;  the  only  friends  she  had 
near  her  begged  that  nurses  might  be  sent,  and  Dr. 
Fraser  merely  recommended  two  women.  Then  as  to 
the  man.  Mrs.  Taylor,  afraid  of  the  half-witted  brother, 
asked  that  one  might  be  sent  for  her  protection,  and 
Mr.  Andrews  was  asked  to  recommend  one,  and  did 
so.  That  was  all  that  had  been  done  by  the  de- 
fendants. They  undoubtedly  knew  that  the  man  and 
woman  went ;  but  how  could  they  be  responsible  for  their 
conduct,  even  supposing  there  was  anything  wrong  in  it  ? 

(a)   Vide  post,  p.  884,  note  (a), 
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186S.         And  they  were  only  sanctioned,  if  at  all,  in  so  much  of  re* 


Symm 


straintas  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  patient's  safety; 
"  restraint  from  drink  and  self-violence,  &c.  If  the  jury 
and  Another,  should  find  that  these  medical  men  were  responsible  as 
trespassers  and  wrongdoers,  Heaven  help  the  medical  pro- 
fession !  The  plaintiff  had  herself  paid  both  the  medical 
men  and  the  attendants,  and  it  was  positively  monstrous 
that  after  that  she  should  sue  the  former  as  trespassers. 

Both  the  defendants  were  called  as  witnesses  to  sustain 
the  defence. 

The  defendant  Andrews  stated,  that  when  he  was  first 
sent  for  to  see  the  plaintiff  on  the  23rd,  she  complained  of 
sickness,  heat  of  throat,  acidity,  &c.,  and,  in  answer  to  his 
inquiries,  said  she  had  been  drinking  sherry.  That  he 
told  her  it  had  disagreed  with  her,  and  directed  her  to 
abstain.  That  on  his  subsequent  visits  he  was  certain  she 
had  been  drinking,  and  found  from  Mrs.  Hill  that  she  had, 
and  that  he  directed  that  she  should  not,  but  that  Mrs.  Hill 
said  she  could  not  prevent  it  as  the  plaintiff  would  have  it 
That  on  Christmas-day  he  warned  her  that  if  she  went  on 
drinking  there  would  be  delirium  tremens.  That  next  day, 
the  26th,  he  met  Dr.  Fraser  in  consultation  (who  had 
been  sent  for  by  the  plaintiff  without  his  knowledge),  and 
that  they  agreed  in  their  view  of  the  case.  It  was  on  that 
day  the  plaintiff  herself  desired  to  have  a  female  nurse,  as 
Mrs.  Hill  was  going  away,  and  she  asked  the  defendant 
to  recommend  her  one,  which  he  did,  a  Mrs.  Baker.  Next 
day  he  saw  another  woman  there,  of  whom  he  knew 
nothing.  The  plaintiff's  imbecile  brother  in  the  house 
was  harmless ;  but  fetched  drink  for  her.  On  that  day 
Mrs.  Taylor,  who  was  staying  in  the  house,  begged 
him  to  recommend  a  man  to  be  there,  in  order  to  pro- 
tect her,  as  well  from  the  plaintiff  as  her  brother,  in 
case  of  violence.  And  the  defendant  accordingly  re« 
commended  a  man,  whom  he  sent  to  the  house,  at  Mrs. 
Taylor's  request,  to  see  her.    That  evening  he  found  the 
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man  there ;  and  on  the  morning  of  the  next  day,  the  29thy 
he  found  the  plaintifT  labouring  under  the  symptoms  of  de- 
lirium tremens  in  its  earlier  stage — restlessness  and  excite- 
ment; tongue  shaky  and  tremulous,  eyes  wild  and  suffused ; 
her  voice  thick  and  utterance  indistinct ;  constant  craving 
for  drink;  the  state  of  the  sitting-room  being,  in  which  she 
persisted  in  passing  the  nights,  filthy  and  offensive  in  the 
extreme.  On  that  day  he  and  the  other  defendant  had  a 
consultation  with  Dr.  Barnes,  another  physician  called  in 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  of  their  opinion  that  she  was 
labouring  under  delirium  tremens,  and  in  her  presence  said 
she  was  delirious. 

Chambers  objected,  that  if  she  were  delirious  what  was 
said  in  her  presence  was  no  more  admissible  than  if  it  had 
been  in  her  absence. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — But  your  case  is  that  she  was  not 
delirious. 

Chambers. — Their  case  is  that  she  was ;  and  they  offer 
the  evidence. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Whether  or  not  she  was  delirious  de- 
pends upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence  on  the  case,  includ- 
ing this,  which  I  cannot  exclude. 

The  witness  went  on  to  state  that  Dr.  Barnes  approved 
of  every  thing  which  had  been  done.  They  had  adminis- 
tered morphia  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  an  opiate,  a  fit 
remedy  for  delirium  tremens. 

The  witness  denied  having  admitted  to  Bennett  that  he 
and  Dr.  Fraser  had  authorized  the  personal  restraint  put 
upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  male  and  female  attendant,  or 
had  sent  them,  or  put  them  over  her,  but  admitted  that  he 
had  advised  that  it  was  prudent  and  necessary  to  have  her 
watched  and  protected  (a).  He  went  on  to  state,  that  on 
the  28th  December  the  plaintiff,  who  had  then  been  got 
upstairs  into  a  bed-room,  clean,  large  and   more  airy, 

(a)   Vidt  poii,  p.  884,  note  (a). 
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1863.        became  better,  and  that  he  had  repeatedly,  but  in  ?ain, 
\y^      urged  upon  her  this  removal. 
9,  In  cross-examination  the  witness  said,  that  though  in 

and  Another,  his  earlier  visits  the  plaintiff  was  decidedly  labouring  under 
the  effects  of  drink,  yet  that  delirium  tremens  had  not  fairly 
set  in,  but  that  there  were  traces  of  delusion  in  her  per- 
sistent craving  for  more  aperient  medicines,  although  in 
point  of  fact  the  medicines  had  operated  ade<}uately,  and 
she  had  been  told  so  by  her  medical  advisers.  Pressed 
as  to  whether  there  was  danger  on  the  26th,  that  the 
patient  should  injure  herself  or  others,  he  said  there  was 
always  some  amount  of  danger  in  such  a  case,  and  that  it 
would  be  prudent  to  have  further  assistance,  and  that  he 
had  said  so  and  advised  that  her  friends  should  be  sent  for, 
but  he  had  not  advised  a  male  attendant,  and  though  he 
should  consider  it  might  be  prudent  to  have  one  in  the 
house,  he  had  never  advised  a  male  attendant  in  the  room 
of  a  female  patient. 

Dr.  Eraser  stated  that  it  was  not  until  the  evening  of 
the  26th  December  he  saw  the  male  attendant  there,  and 
though  he  knew  the  man  he  had  neither  sent  him  nor  had 
any  idea  that  he  was  there  until  he  saw  him.  He  asked 
the  man  why  he  was  there?  and  he  answered  that  Mrs. 
Taylor  and  Mrs.  Hill  had  said  that  they  would  not  remain 
in  the  house  unless  a  man  was  in  it  to  protect  them.  Dr. 
Eraser  stated  that  he  had  not,  during  his  attendance  upon 
the  plaintiff,  ever  given  the  man  any  orders  or  directions. 
Next  morning,  the  27th,  he  saw  a  female  attendant  there, 
whose  name  he  did  not  know,  and  whom  he  addressed  as 
''nurse,*'  and  .as  to  whose  engagement  he  knew  nothing, 
save  that  he  had  previously  referred  the  plaintiff  to  Dr. 
Kester  to  recommend  her  as  a  nurse.  On  entering  the  house 
that  evening,  he  found  the  plaintiff  struggling  with  the 
female  attendant,  and  with  her  hands  on  her  head  and 
neck  apparently  attempting  to  tear  her  hair.  There  were 
then  all  the  symptoms  of  delirium  tremens  which  he  thus 
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described : — extreme  restlessness,  great  excitement^  tremor  1863. 
of  the  body  and  limbs  and  members,  even  of  the  tongue  ^^"^^^^ 
when  put  out,  a  kind  of  tremulous  shaking  of  any  limb  or  v, 

member  when  in  motion,  an  anxious,  frightened  expres-  and  Another, 
sion  of  countenance,  great  distrust  and  dislike  of  all  around, 
incessant  talking,  and  distressing  want  of  sleep.  Such,  he 
said,  were  the  more  early  and  ordinary  symptoms — there 
were  delusions  and  hallucinations  at  a  later  stage  of  the 
disease.  The  hallucinations,  he  said,  were  not  continued 
but  intermittent,  and  of  this  he  offered  to  give  a  remarkable 
illustration  from  his  own  practice ;  but 

Chambers  objected. 

Parry,  Serjt,  observed  that  the  medical  witnesses  for  the 
plaintiff  had  been  allowed  to  give  such  illustrations. 

Chambers  answered  that  they  were   independent  wit- 
nesses called  to  give  evidence  on  matters  of  science — the    . 
witness  now  under  examination  was  one  of  the  defend- 
ants. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  the  witness  could  give  his  general 
opinion,  which  he  accordingly  did. 

The  witness  went  on  to  state  that  delirium  tremens  might 
be  brought  on  by  excessive  drinking,  even  in  the  case  of 
a  person  not  previously  intemperate. 

Chambers  said  that  he  must  admit  this  as  a  matter  of 
medical  science,  he  found  it  so  laid  down  in  works  of 
Medical  Jurisprudence,  (a) 

The  witness  went  on  to  state  that  on  the  27th  he  and 
the  co-defendant  met  Dr.  Barnes,  another  physician,  in 
consultation ;  and  he  was  asked  whether  Dr.  Barnes  had 
not  expressed  his  approval  of  their  treatment. 

Chambers  objected. 

(a)  The  subject  is  most  important  tribution    to    this    most    valuable 

in  many  points  of  view,  and  the  science ;  and,  therefore,  it  has  been 

evidence  of  the  medical  men  in  this  given  so  fully, 
case  may  be  deemed  a  useful  con- 
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CocKBURN,  C.  }.,  suggested  that  any  objection  might 
be  obviated  by  merely  altering  the  question  thus: — did 
he  alhw  the  treatment? 

The  witness  answered  that  he  did  not.  He  denied  hav- 
ingy  during  the  whole  period,  given  any  directions  to  the 
male  attendant. 

In  -cross-examination  the  witness  admitted,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  threatened  to  throw  herself  out  of  the  window, 
or  try  to  injure  herself  or  others,  it  would  have  been  pro- 
per that  she  should  be  put  under  personal  restraint  And 
he  stated  that  it  was  quite  possible  that  there  might  be 
danger;  and  on  the  26th  (when  the  man  came),  appre- 
hended such  danger ;  and  that  on  that  day  he  thought  that 
she  was  in  a  state  in  which  it  would  have  been  dangerous 
to  leave  her  alone  without  a  female  attendant,  and  that  it 
would  be  prudent  to  have  a  male  attendant  in  the  house. 
And  at  that  time  he  had  heard  something  about  an  attempt 
to  jump  out  of  the  window,  and  that  the  police  had  been 
called  in  and  that  there  had  been  a  window  broken,  and  a 
disturbance,  &c.  He  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  often  com- 
plained of  the  attendants,  but,  he  said,  she  complained  of 
every  one  in  the  house,  and  that  as  such  dislike  of  every 
one  about  the  patient  was  a  symptom  of  the  disease,  he 


SITTINGS-QUEENS  BENCH.  877 

plaintiff  twice  in  a  few  minutes  drink  tumblers  half  full  of  1863. 
sherry,  and  that  she  kept  crying  out  for  more^  and  offered  g^^^ 
him  600/.  to  get  her  some  more  drink.     He  stated  that  he  •• 

had  heard  Mrs.  Bennett  say,  in  her  husband's  presence,    and  Another, 
that  she  was  afraid  to  go  near  the  plaintiff  as  she  was  so 
violent. 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  was  further  conGrmed  by 
several  other  witnesses. 

The  lady  named  Taylor,  who,  on  the  27th  December, 
came  to  see  the  plaintiff,  and  was  there  all  that  and 
the  next  day,  was  abroad ;  but  several  witnesses  testified 
that  she  was  uneasy  at  the  idea  of  being  left  alone  with 
the  plaintiff  and  her  imbecile  brother,  who  kept  on  get- 
ting her  drink,  and  as  the  plaintiff  grew  very  much  worse 
that  day,  and  was  very  excited,  she  begged  Dr.  Andrews 
to  recommend  her  a  female  nurse,  and  also  a  male  attend- 
ant, to  live  in  the  house.  Accordingly,  a  respectable 
woman,  named  Slack »  was  sent  and  engaged  by  Mrs. 
Baylor  as  nurse;  and  a  man  named  Shear,  who  seemed 
also  respectable,  was  likewise  sent  and  engaged  by  her 
as  attendant,  to  remain  in  the  house.  Neither  of  the 
defendants  had  anything  more  to  do  with  their  actual  en- 
gagement, though  they  were  instrumental  in  sending  them, 
and  did  not  know  that  they  were  engaged  until  they  saw 
them  in  the  house ;  and  they  both,  as  did  the  attendants 
themselves,  swore  that  they  had  given  no  orders  or  direc- 
tions, otherwise  than  general  medical  directions,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  kept  from  drink  (except  so  far  as  they 
allowed  it),  and  carefully  watched  and  prevented  from 
getting  out  of  the  house  (a).  The  attendants  denied  having 
done  anything  but  follow  out  these  directions ;  they  denied 
any  acts  of  violence ;  and  they,  as  well  as  Mrs.  Hill  and 
Mrs.  Young,  described  the  plaintiff  as  in  a  most  excited 
state  from  drink,  craving  and  crying  for  drink,  threatening 
•to  cut  her  throat  if  denied  it,  trying  to  get  out  of  window, 

(a)   Vide  ante,  pp.  S63,  S64,  et  vide  poti,  p.  884. 
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1863.        nmning  about  the  passage,  rolling'and  falling  about,  and, 
^"^*^      in  fifiust,  unable  to  take  care  of  herself.     The  plaintiff  her- 
V.  self  had  admitted  having  required  wine  as  late  as  eleven 

and  Another.  <>'  twclve  o'clock  at  night,  and,  when  it  was  denied  her, 
seizing  a  bottle  of  sherry  and  breaking  the  nozzle  off  to  get 
at  the  contents.  The  nurse  swore  she  seized  her  by  the 
hair  of  the  head  and  slapped  her  because  she  would  not 
let  her  have  drink ;  and  the  man  swore  that  the  imbecile 
brother  set  his  dog  at  him  and  wanted  to  bring  it  upstairs. 
The  defendants,  as  the  case  was  getting  worse,  suggested 
further  medical  advice,  and  the  plaintiff  herself  suggested 
a  friend  of  hers,  a  Dr.  Barnes.  This  gentleman,  a  physi- 
cian of  twenty  years'  standing,  accordingly  attended  her 
and  had  a  consultation  with  them,  and  quite  agreed  as 
to  the  disease  and  its  treatment.  He  said  it  was  a  clear 
case  of  deliriuii)  tremens,  and  the  great  specific  for  that 
disease,  the  opiate  morphia,  was  administered.  Under  its 
influence  she  at  last  fell  to  sleep  and  awoke  better.  The 
evidence  of  the  three  medical  attendants,  the  two  female 
nurses,  the  male  attendant,  and  the  three  female  friends 
as  to  her  condition  at  this  time  was  confirmed  by  that  of 
three  or  four  policemen  who  had  been  called  in,  and  like- 
wise by  a  publican,  who  stated  that  there  had  been  at 
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in  drinking,  on  the  part  of  a  person  not  previously  in-        T8G3, 
temperate,  and  that  the  patient  might  recover  in  a  single 
night    There  did  not  appear  to  be  any  doubt  among  the 
many  medical  men  examined  that  the  symptoms  described 
— if  truly  described — were  those  of  delirium  tremens,  or 
that,  assuming  it  to  be  a  case  of  delirium  tremens,  careful 
watching  and  some  degree  of  personal  restraint  would  be 
required,  as  there  was  always  danger  of  violence  or  suicide. 
And  every  medical  man  who  saw  the  piaintifT  described 
the  symptoms  to   be  those  of  this  terrible  disease — the 
restlessness,  irritation  and  excitement,  the  loss  of  sleep,  the 
heat  of  the  throat,  the  sense  of  suffocation,  the  aversion  to 
lie  down,  the  look  of  terror  and  the  wild  suffused  eyes, 
the  tremor  in  the  limbs  and  even  in  the  tongue,  the  dis- 
trust and  dislike  of  all  around,  the  disposition  to  talk  in- 
cessantly, the  thick  voice  and  ''  rambling  way  of  speak- 
ing," the  attempts  to  run  out  of  the  house  or  even  to 
get  out  of  window,  the  constant  craving  for  drink,  the 
violence  towards  those  who  withheld  it ;  and,  lastly,  the 
tendency  to  delirious  delusions.      Not  only  Dr.  Barnes, 
but  Dr.  Ogle,  Dr.  Tweedie  and  Dr.  Ramskill  were  called 
for  the  defence ;  and  as  to  the  nature  of  these  symptoms. 
Dr.  Tunstall,  who  was  called   for  the  plaintiff,  but  had 
not  seen  her  at  the  time,  substantially  concurred  with 
them. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial,  which  lasted  several  days, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury). — The  case  was  one  of 
very  great  importance,  involving  as  it  did  the  question  how 
far  medical  men,  acting  honestly  and  to  the  best  of  their 
judgment  for  the  good  of  their  patients,  were  responsible; 
and  while,  on  the  one  hand,  the  jury  ought  jealously  to 
watch  over  and  uphold  the  personal  liberty  of  the  indivi- 
dual, yet  on  the  other  hand  they  ought  to  be  equally  careful 
not  to  impair  the  efficacy  of  medical  assistance  by  exposing 
medical  practitioners  to  be  harassed  by  vexatious  actions. 
The  case,  he  repeated,  was  one  of  peculiar  importance. 


• 


The  persons  who  bad  actually  impd 
the  two  attendants^  who  had  beei: 
And  the  fimt  queEtion  was^  wheLhei 
responsible  for  their  acts  1  There  w 
tion  on  the  record,  and  he  was  su| 
uot*  fofj  if  the  evidence  for  the  defe 
(and  to  bim  it  appeared  impossible 
a  justification  would  have  been  al 
The  defend  a  nt§,  however,  had  only  | 
and  leave  and  licence;  and  even  a0 
BIfinj  when  called  in  by  a  patient^  wa 
and  authority  to  do  all  that  was 
positive  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  i 
that  the  attendants  should  be  reino 
if  they  were  placed  and  cotitinued  tl 
the  plea  of  leave  and  licence  woul 
though  even  then  the  jury  would  ha 
the  plaiutiB'was  entitled  to  damages, 
case  it  would  be  necessary  to  consi 
done  by  these  gentlemen  was  done 
discharge  of  what  they  believed  to  b 
they  deemed  for  the  best— for  the 
their  patient,  or  whether  what  they 
to  be  done,  were  acts  of  cruelty  and. 
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less  indifference  and  disregard  to  the  comfort  and  welfare  1863. 
of  their  patient.  And  again^  it  might  depend  upon  whether,  g^^^^ 
in  their  judgment,  what  was  done  was  really  to  the  injury  «• 

of  the  plaintiff,  or  rather  for  her  benefit  and  protection ;    and  Another. 
and  whether,  even  if  she  were  entitled  to  maintain  the 
action  for  such  restraint,  it  had  not  resulted  in  the  pre- 
servation of  her  life  or  health,  and  the  prevention  of  serious 
mischief  either  to  herself  or  others. 

The  first  question,  however,  was,  whether  the  defendants 
were  answerable  for  the  acts  of  the  attendants  ?  Now,  they 
might  be  responsible,  either  as  having  engaged  or  em- 
ployed them,  or  as  having  given  them  such  directions,  in 
the  way  of  authority  and  command,  so  as  to  render  them- 
selves so  responsible.  Now,  as  to  the  engagement  of  these 
persons  by  Dr.  Fraser,  there  was  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  of 
it.  As  to  Dr.  Andrews,  there  was  none  but  the  alleged 
admission  to  Bennett,  which  was  positively  denied  by  Dr. 
Andrews,  and  this  denial  was  supported  by  the  positive 
evidence  of  the  two  attendants  themselves,  and  by  various 
confirmatory  circumstances  in  the  case.  It  was  certainly 
a  pity  that  Mrs.  Taylor  could  not  be  called,  as  probably 
her  evidence  might  have  disposed  of  the  case  very  early ; 
but  she  was  unfortunately  abroad,  and  it  had  not  been 
thought  worth  while  to  incur  the  expense  of  issuing  a  com- 
mission to  take  her  evidence.  But,  even  as  it  stood,  the 
evidence  was  altogether  defective  as  to  fixing  either  of  the 
defendants  with  the  employment  of  the  attendants;  and 
as  to  any  subsequent  authorization  the  jury  must  carefully 
distinguish  between  direction  by  way  of  authority  and 
command,  and  by  way  merely  of  advice  to  another  as  to 
what  it  may  be  right  to  do.  And  there  was  no  case  in 
which  it  was  more  necessary  to  advert  to  that  distinction 
and  adhere  to  it  more  carefully  than  in  the  case  of  medical 
men,  for  when  medical  men  were  called  in  it  often  became 
necessary  for  them  to  give  directions  as  to  the  care  and 
management  of  their  patients.    There  was  not  a  day  on 
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which  this  did  not  take  place,  and  care  must  be  taken  not 
to  confound  that  which  was  instruction  and  advice  with 
that  which  was  authority  and  command. 

The  question,  therefore,  would  be,  on  this  part  of  the 
case,  whether  the  defendants  themselves  put  the  plaintiff 
under  the  charge  of  these  persons,  or  whether  they  found 
her  so  placed  by  her  friends  in  the  charge  of  the  attend- 
ants, and  merely  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  gave  them 
Buch  advice  and  directions  as  they  deemed  for  the  benefit 
of  the  patient,  and  not  such  orders  as  made  the  attendants 
their  servants  or  agents.  In  the  latter  view,  it  was  his 
duty  to  tell  the  jury  that  the  defendants  were  not  re- 
sponsible. And,  even  if  they  thought  that  the  defendants 
bad  acted  by  way  of  authority  and  command,  and  were 
not  justified,  they  must  consider  (with  a  view  to  damages), 
whether  they  had  acted  oppressively  and  cruelly  or  wantonly 
and  recklessly, — without  due  regard  to  the  comfort  of  their 
patient, — or  in  the  honest  and  conscientious  discharge  of 
their  duties;  and,  further,  whether  what  was  done  was  for 
the  injury  of  the  plaintiff,  or  rather  for  her  benefit  and 
advantage. 

But  if  the  jury  believed  the  evidence  as  to  the  state 
of  the  plaintifi*  when   the  doctors   were  called  in,  and 
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acknoj^ledged  was  a  state  of  intoxication^  and  the  plaintifT        I8G3. 

might  easily  be  under  a  delusion  as  to  the  extent  to  which         ^ 

intoxication  had  TOne.     As  to  the  witness  Bennett,  it  was  ». 

Fraskr 
for  the  jury  to  say  whether  they  would  give  credit  to  his    and  Another. 

evidence  or  to  all  the  other  evidence  in  the  case.  If  they 
believed  the  other  evidence,  then  there  could  be  no  doubt 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff^  and  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants,  as  her  medical  attendants^  to  do 
what  they  had  done^  and  give  the  advice  which  they  had 
given,  for  the  law  gave  them  a  certain  power  and  protec- 
tion in  the  honest  exercise  of  their  professional  functions. 
No  doubt  the  power  which  the  law  gave  to  medical  men 
in  these  cases  might  be^  and,  in  rare  instances,  bad  been, 
abused  for  interested  purposes ;  but  these  instances  were 
so  rare  that  he  hoped  the  public  might  continue  to  place 
that  confidence  in  the  members  of  this  noble  profession 
which  had  hitherto  been  reposed  in  them,  and  he  believed 
was  deserved.  In  these  rare  instances  of  abuse,  however, 
to  which  he  had  referred,  there  was  some  interested  motive 
at  work.  But  what  possible  motive  could  there  have  been 
here,  except  the  welfare  of  the  patient?  The  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  himself,  after  ail  the  evidence,  had 
made  no  charge  of  bad  motive,  and  only  imputed  entire 
ignorance  and  error,  and  no  one  could  doubt  that  all  they 
had  done  or  directed  had  been  designed  for  the  benefit  of 
their  patient,  and  with  a  view  to  her  restoration.  Could 
the  jury  believe  that  all  the  immense  body  of  evidence 
adduced  for  the  defence  was  a  mass  of  delusion  and  hallu- 
cination, and  that  the  plaintifi^s  condition  had  not  been 
what  it  was  described  to  have  been ;  and  if  they  believed 
this  evidence  could  they  doubt  that,  even  if  the  medical 
men  had  directed  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  watched  and 
restrained,  they  had  done  what  was  right,  and  for  their 
patient's  benefit  ?  There  had  been,  no  doubt,  some  restraint 
upon  natural  personal  liberty,  but  wa^  it  not  necessary? 
Let  the  jury  put  themselves  in  the  position  of  these  gentle- 
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men,  or  of  the  friends  and  relatives  of  this  persoQ  (the 
plaintiff),  and  let  them  ask  whether,  even  supposing  that 
the  defendants  were  responsible  for  all  that  had  been  done 
to  prevent  her  from  getting  out  into  the  streets  or  throwing 
herself  out  of  window,  the  jury  would  not  consider  that 
these  gentlemen,  so  far  from  being  proper  subjects  of  con- 
demnation and  of  censure,  were  not  rather  fit  objects  of 
{pratitude  and  regard  ? 

lo  conclusion,  repeating  distinctly  his  direction  to  the 
jury  (as  above  given),  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  desired 
them  to  consider  the  case,  not  only  with  reference  to  the 
interests  of  the  individuals  committed  to  the  care  of 
medical  men,  but  also  with  a  view  to  the  interests  of  the 
public,  taking  care  not  to  impair  or  neutralize  the  energy 
and  usefulness  of  medical  assistance  by  exposing  medical 
men  unjustly  to  vexatious  and  harassing  actions. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  (a). 


(m)  A  verdict  which  gave  uni- 
veml  satisfaction  both  to  the  pro- 
iemtm  and  the  public  The  case 
excited  a  great  deal  of  public  atten- 
tion, and  was  deemed  one  of  great 
puUio  importance.  It  was  made 
th(»  lubio^  c  i.r  I  ntnmenl  ni  iill  tin 


observed,  that  the  Lord  Chiep 
Justice  implied  that  there  was 
evidence  (as  there  certainly  was) 
that  the  defendants  gave  their  sanc- 
tion, and  even  directions,  as  to  a 
certain  degree  of  restraint  (vide  pp. 
1    --Tl  'Li.c!  '-.-.',    ;  .>!u],  in  eS«*t. 
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Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Guildhall,  coram  Cockbum,  C.J.       London 

Sittings, 
HUGHES   V.   GRJEME   and   another.  Michaelma, 

-A-CTION  asrainst  a  firm  of  brokers  for  entering:  into  a  ^o  *°  action 

•  1      1         ,    •     ./Y»  .1  11-       against  brokers 

contract  with  the  plaintin  as  agents,  without  the  authority  for  entering 
of  their  supposed  principals.    The  first  count  stated,  that  with*he"plain- 
in   consideration    that   the   plaintiff  would    enter  into   a  fo^iYl*^^"^h 
certain  contract  (a)  with  the  defendants  as,  and  assuming  to  put  authority, 
be,  the  agents  of  certain  persons,  Lloyd  and  Company,  that  the  broker 
for  the   sale  by  the  said    Lloyd   and   Company  to  the  fiJstpuTinto 
plaintiff  of  264  bales  of  wool,  shipped  from  San  Francisco  communication 

'^  '         f^^  with  them  as 

on  board  a  ship  called  the  Lockett,  and  also  certain  other  to  the  sale  of  a 
Califomian  wools,  to  be  shipped  in  three  other  vessels  at  ofwooL^and*^^ 
certain   rates   and   on   certain  terms  (a),  the  defendants  llf^^t""^^**** 

^    ''  their  terms 

promised  the  plaintiff  that  they  were  duly  authorized  and  ^^e,  except 

empowered  by  the  said    Lloyd  and  Company,  to   make  which  was 'to 

the  said  contract  (a)  for  them  as  their  agents.     And  the  agreedTpon^ 

plaintiff,  relying  on  the  said  promise  of  the  defendants,  u"!"^^?/'***^** 

did  accordingly  enter  into  the  said  contract  (a)  with  the  referred  to 

defendants,  as  and  assuming   to    be   the   agents  of  the  complete  the 

said  Lloyd  and  Company.     Yet,  in  fact,  the  defendants  "genr'asTh/ 

were  not  authorized   by  the  said    Lloyd   and   Company,  broker  was 

to  make  the  said  contract  (a)  for  them,  or  as  their  agents,  ceived  letter 

or  at  all,  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff"  was  not  able  to  J°  ^  fj™^  jJi 

enforce  the   performance  of  the  said  contract,  and   the  in^^Jn 'SJJ^^ 

same  was  not  performed;  and  the  plaintiff  lost,  not  only  rencetothe 

terms  they  had 

(a)  That  is,  the  contract  entered      lar  terms  objected  to  of  payment  ["equ'red,  and 

'  _  ,,         *  ^«  s     r  "®  ^■*  more 

into,   with  the    terms  which   the      on  delivery  of  cargo  (mstead  of  ^p  \^^  ^ware 

tellers  disclaimed.     There  was  au-      shipping  documenU),  and  guaran-  of  the  eflTect  of 
thority  to  enter  into  a  contract,  but      tee  of  quality  being  equal  to  samples.  uidmaVew'^*' 
not  the  contract,  with  the  particu-       Vide  pott,  p.  888,  however,  the 

defendant, 
acting  as  broker  for  both  parties,  concluded  with  the  agent  a  contract  upon  different  terms, 
(and  including  other  ships,)  which  was  at  once  repudiated  bv  the  sellers:— HWrf,  that  the 
brokers  were  liable ;  guare,  for  what  damages  f  Heldj  also,  that  the  sellers'  letters  to  their 
agent  were  admissible  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  want  of  authority. 

VOL.  III.  3  O  P-^* 
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1863.        the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  and   the   profits  he 
„   ""  would  have  derived  therefrom,  but  also  was  put  to  and 

V.  incurred  great  expense  in  performing  the  contract  on  his 

and  Another;  part,  and  in  endeavouring  to  enforce  the  performance 
thereof,  and  was  also  put  to  great  costs  and  expenses  in 
unsuccessfully  bringing  and  prosecuting  his  bill  in  Her 
Majesty's  Court  of  Chancery  to  compel  the  said  Lloyd 
.  and  Company  to  perform  the  said  contract,  and  to  refrain 
from  dealing  or  intermeddling  with  the  said  wools,  and 
an  interim  injunction  was  granted  in  the  said  suit  to 
restrain  the  defendants  therein  from  dealing  with  the  wool 
until  the  hearing  of  the  said  suit,  on  condition  of  the 
plaintiff  paying  all  damage  sustained  by  the  defendants 
therein ;  and  has  been  obliged  to  pay  Lloyd  and  Com- 
pany divers  costs,  and  also  a  sum  of  money,  100/.,  as 
damage  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the  granting  of 
the  said  injunction,  and  is  liable  to  pay  them  other  sums 
for  their  costs  in  defending  the  said  suit 

Bovill,  Hawkins,  and  PAUbrich,  for  the.  plaintiff. 

Coleridge,  «/.  A.  Russell,  and  12.  O.  WUHams,  for  de- 
fendants. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  merchant  of  Liverpool ;  the  de* 
fendants  were  brokers  there. 

In  October,  1861,  during  the  war  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Southern  or  Confederate  States  of  America, 
Lloyd  and  Company,  a  firm  of  merchants  in  London,  had 
four  ships  coming  to  this  country  consigned  to  them  from 
a  house  in  San  Francisco,  laden  with  Califomian  wool. 
They  had  an  agent  or  correspondent  at  Liverpool,  named 
Foulkes,  and  at  the  beginning  of  November  bad  desired 
him  to  endeavour  to  dispose  of  the  wool  for  them,  in- 
structing him  from  time  to  time  as  to  the  terms.  He  saw 
the  defendants  on  the  subject,  and  as  they  had  authority 
from  the  plaintiff  to  purchase,  he  gave  them  an  introduc- 
tion to  Lloyd  and  Company,  and  the  defendant  Orseme 
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came  up  to  London  and  saw  him  on  the  subject.  On  the 
4th  of  November,  Graeme,  having  heard  of  the  wool  through 
Foulkes,  got  a  letter  of  introduction  from  him  to  Lloyd, 
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V,  * 

Grjemb 
and  saw  him  in  London  about  it;  and  Lloyd  then  only    and  Another. 

discovered  the  cargo  of  the  Locketty  gave  him  samples, 
told  him  he  must,  if  he  purchased,  put  himself  in  their 
shoes,  and  referred  him  to  Foulkes  as  his  agent.  Lloyd 
wrote  on  the  same  day  to  Foulkes  to  the  effect  that 
Graeme  had  proposed  to  purchase  on  the  terms  of  payment 
on  delivery  of  the  shipping  documents,  and  in  the  mean- 
time had  samples  to  value ;  and  adding, ''  I  have  noted  in 
pencil  for  your  private  guidance  the  notions  given  us  as  to 
the  value  of  the  wool."  Gi^me  got  a  valuation,  which  he 
communicated  to  Foulkes  with  an  pfTer  on  his  part  as  to 
price,  which  was  sent  to  Lloyds.  After  some  further 
letters,  and  after  valuation  by  the  defendants,  on  the  12th 
of  November,  Lloyd  telegraphed  thus  to  Foulkes: — 

**  Accept  \d.  advance  all  round  on  Liverpool  highest  valuations,  pay- 
ment and  other  conditiont  strictly  according  to  our  letter" 

And  wrote  to  him  thus : — 

"  I  do  not  consider  we  ought  to  take  less  for  the  wool. 

"  Of  course  we  can  give  no  guarantee  of  the  wool,  but  the  buyer  must 
put  himself  in  our  shoes ;  we  selling  him  the  wool  on  the  documents,  as 
we  have  acquired  the  same." 

On  the  day  after  Foulkes  received  this  letter  he  saw 
Graeme,  and  they  discussed  the  matter.  On  the  13th  of 
November,  the  day  before  the  contract,  Lloyd  wrote  to 
his  correspondent  Foulkes  a  letter,  which  ran  thus : — 

**  I  hope  you  will  have  brought  Mr.  Graeme  and  his  buyer  up  to  the  mark 
for  the  wool  per  Lockett.  The  offer  made  of  id.  per  lb.  above  the  highest 
valuations  would  give  140/.  over  the  costs  and  charges.  The  additional 
Id.  per  lb.  would  give  a  fair  commission  for  the  risk,  and  I  think  the 
Americans  can  afford  to  pay  it,  as  being  United  States  produce  it  can  be 
imported  without  payment  of  duty,  particularly  if  transhipped  on  arrival 
here  into  an  American  vessel  for  New  York.  Tou  had  better  keep  close 
to  Grsme,  as,  if  you  see  no  chance  of  doing  better,  I  really  think  it  will 
be  for  our  interest  to  close  with  them  at  the  id,  advance  on  valuations. 
Other  eondiiiomt  oipermy  letter,  if  you  cannot  possibly  do  better,  and  I 

3o2 


met  fts  *o  whether  the  effect 
i&unicatecl  to  Gr^me.  They  met^ 
Gnenie,  &s  broker  for  bolh  pnrtief 
whnt  he  deemed  the  contract  sign 
ofNovemberj  the  defendants  entd 
Hughes,  the  pluintitT^  of  which  tb 
U^ssra.  Lloyd  and  Company^  wafi 

'•Wi?  hftve  <1ii«  day  raid  on  your  ftccou 
Cfl.  the  rollowirig  |fOod«|  ns^  254  bulei  Wfl 
rj«rt),  81  per  ftiiLii[i1oji,  at  folldiring  ratea; 

Tdtes,  tlic  qdantiliei  lo  be  nflvr wards  docl 
from  Qid.  per  lb.  U»  I3|rf»  per  lb.);  dt^livei 
lb?  vtooIh  to  be  hu  aver«^e  of  «ai7iplf«,  aU 
by  ailing  broki'm ;  Utru  aetiml  dmugbt,  1 
14  days  by  cosli  or  Approved  bilt^  made  e^ 
1|  per  cent.  diAcouiif  from  Liat  day  of  lamU 

This  gale  note*  It  will  be  seen, 
thipd  as  well  as  the  Locketlt  und  i 
of  qriality,  and  made  the  price  paj 
the  docnmoat&j  but  the  cargo, 
Gitemej  who  acted  as  broker  for 
acting  as  at/etd  for  seller,  Ni 
brought  the  note  to  Foulkes,  the 
said  it  went  a  little  beyond  hii  im 
ik  would  be  &^ei!Qled.      It 
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munication  between  the  plaintiff  and  Foulkes,  or  Lloyd.        1863. 

But  at  an  interview  between  Foulkes  and  Graeme,  the 

latter  said  he  would  try  to  get  his  principal,  the  plaintiff, 

to  accede  to  the  sellers*  terms;  which  were,  payment  on    and  Another. 

delivery  of  the  documents,  and  no  guarantee  of  quality. 

It  did  not  appear  that  at  that  time  any  objection  was 

made  to  the  want  of  authority  for  sale  of  other  cargoes. 

The  defendant  Graeme   saw  the   plaintiff,   and    Foulkes 

wrote  to  Lloyds ;  but  in  vain,  neither  would  yield.     On 

the  18th  of  November,  Foulkes  wrote  to  the  defendants 

thus  :— 

« I  have  a  telegram  to-day  from  E.  Lloyd  &  Co.,  stating  that  they  do 
not  approve  of  the  contract  made  for  254  bales  of  wool,  and  that  the  con* 
ditions  are  entirely  different  to  the  instructions  given  in  their  letters,  of 
which  I  from  time  to  time  read  to  you,  Mr.  Graeme.  If  therefore  you 
cannot  induce  Messrs.  Hughes  &  Co.  to  agree  to  our  conditions,  please  to 
consider  the  contract  as  cancelled." 

On  the  21st  he  wrote  them  another  letter  to  the  like 
effect,  and  on  the  same  day  they  wrote  to  plaintiff  thus : — 

'*  We  hand  you  letter  received  from  Mr.  Foulkes,  and  have  referred 
him  to  you.     We  have  simply  to  see  the  contract  fulfilled." 

And  next  day  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendants  that 
be  should  insist  on  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract. 

In  January,  1862,  the  other  ships  having  all  arrived,  the 
plaintiff  proposed  to  sue  Lloyd,  in  order  to  enforce  the 
contract,  that  his  attorney  saw  the  defendant  Graeme,  and 
warned  him  of  that  intention,  and  of  his  own  responsibility. 
He  adhered  to  his  assertion  of  authority.  And  forthwith 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  for  a  specific  per- 
formance, and  also  with  a  claim  for  damages  under  Sir 
Hugh  Cairns'  Act,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
Lloyds  from  disposing  of  the  cargoes. 

In  support  of  this  suit  the  defendant  Greeme  made  an 
affidavit  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  deposed  that,  on  the 
14th  of  November,  the  agent  Foulkes  showed  him  a 
letter  from  Lloyds,  authorizing  him  to  conclude  the  con- 
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1863.        tract  on  the  terms  the  defendant  had  proposed.    On  the 
other    hand,   Foulkes    made   an   affidavit  on   behalf   of 
Lloyds,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  shown  Graeme  all 
and  Another,   their  letters  on  the  subject  before  the  contract. 

In  February  last  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  dissolved 
the  injunction,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 

In  July  this  action  was  brought 

Lloyd  and  Foulkes  were  now  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff;  but  the  latter,  on  cross-examination,  did  not 
adhere  to  his  affidavit,  and  acknowledged  that  he  had 
neither  shown  nor  read  any  of  Lloyd's  letters  to  Graeme, 
but  only  read  portions  of  them,  and  was  unable  to  state 
with  certainty  what  portions.  But  the  effect  of  his  evi- 
dence was,  that  he  read  the  portions  restricting  his  autho- 
rity as  to  the  terms  of  payment  and  the  guarantee,  and 
that' he  told  Greeme  he  would  ask  Lloyd  if  he  would  in- 
clude the  other  things ;  and  when  he  saw  the  note  of  the 
contract,  said  that  it  went  a  little  beyond  his  instructions.    . 

Graeme  was  called  in  contradiction,  but  he  admitted  the 
latter  statement,  and  also  that  he  saw  the  first  letter  of 
Lloyd,  but  he  denied  seeing  or  hearing  the  others. 

The  defendant  Graeme  saw  his  principal,  the  plaintiff, 
from  time  to  time  during  the  negotiation;  but  as  his  own 
case  was  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  limitations  of  Foulkes' 
authority  contained  in  the  letters  of  Lloyd,  of  course  he 
could  not,  and  did  not,  say  that  he  had  communicated 
those  limitations  to  his  employer.  It  was  elicited,  in  cross- 
examination,  that  defendant  knew  that  Foulkes  received 
instructions  from  his  principals. 

The  letters  of  Lloyd  to  Foulkes  were  put  in  on  the  part 
of  tlie  plaintiff. 

Coleridge  objected ;  but 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  admitted  them,  as  the  case  suggested 
for  the  defence  was,  that  there  had  been  an  authority. 
The  letters  of  Foulkes  to  Lloyd  were  offered,  bat  ob- 
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lection  of  Foulkes. 

HUGHBS 

Coleridge  contended  that  Foulkes  had  a  general  autho*  •• 

rity  to  selly  and  called  Grceme  to  prove  his  k-nowledge  of  and  Another, 
the  limitations  npon  that  authority.  He  urged,  moreover, 
that,  as  the  plaintiff  knew  all  that  Graeme  knew  and 
authorized  him  to  enter  into  the  contract,  he  could  not 
recover.  And  further,  that,  even  if  entitled  to  a  verdict, 
he  could  not  recover  either  the  costs  (a)  or  profits. 

CoCKBURN,  C.J.  (to  the  jury).— The  law  is  this  (ft),  that 
when  a  person  has  acted  as  agent  for  another,  and  has 
taken  upon  himself  to  contract  as  such  agent,  and  had  no 
authority  from  the  person  on  whose  behalf  he  assumed  to 
contract,  the  party  with  whom  he  has  made  the  contract, 
and  who  has  sustained  damage  through  his  not  being  able 
to  enforce  the  contract  against  the  supposed  principal,  has 
a  right  to  sue  the  agent  on  the  implied  understanding  that 
he  had  such  authority  (c).  Now  here  the  first  question  is, 
whether  the  defendants,  by  Graeme,  acted  as  agents  for 
Lloyds,  the  supposed  sellers?  It  appears  that  they  did, 
because  they  acted  as  brokers  for  both  parties,  sellers  and 
buyers.  The  next  question  is,  whether  they  had  Lloyds' 
authority  for  this  contract  It  is  clear  that  they  had  not 
heir  direct  authority ;  but  it  is  suggested  that  they  had 
it  through  Foulkes,  as  their  general  agent  in  the  matter. 
It  is  true  that  Lloyds  had  referred  them  to  him  as  their 
agent.  But  then  that  was  only  with  reference  to  the 
cargo  ex  Lochett.  Nor  is  there  the  least  evidence 
that  Lloyd  held  out  Foulkes  as  having  any  such  autho- 
rity; on  the  contrary,  in  his  interview  with  Graeme  he 
only  mentioned  one  of  the  ships.  It  is  said  that  if  the 
plaintiff  knew  all  that  Graeme  knew,  and  was  kept  in- 

(a)  This  waft  reserved.  (r)  That  ia,on  a  warranty  of  au- 

{b)  That  ifl,  aa  laid  down  in  Cai'  thority ;  not  for  want  of  due  and 

kn  V.  Wrigklf  8  £  3c  B.  647,  from  reaaonable  care  to  ascertain  it ;  vide 

which  CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  dissented.  anU, 
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maintain   the   action.      This   proposition  was   laid   down 
V.  rather  too  broadly  as  a  proposition  of  law  (a).     But  it  in- 

and  Another,  volves  a  question  oT  fact,  whether  the  plaintiff  knew,  in 
effect,  that  Foulkes  and  Graeme  had  not  authority  to  enter 
into  this  contract?  No  doubt,  if  the  plaintiff  knew  that, 
and,  knowing  it,  authorized  Grseme  to  enter  into  it,  taking 
the  risk  of  its  being  repudiated,  he  could  not  recover.  But 
was  it  so  {b)  ?  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that  Foulkes  and 
Grseme  had  not  authority  to  enter  into  t/ds  contract? 
There  is  evidence  that  he  knew  it;  and  he  himself  admits 
that  Foulkes  said  the  contract  went  somewhat  beyond  his 
authority.  Further  than  this,  Foulkes  states  that  he  read 
to  him  the  substance  of  Lloyd's  letters,  expressly  pre- 
cluding a  contract  on  such  terms,  and  that  the  contract 
note  was  not  drawn  up  according  to  the  terms  agreed 
upon  between  them.  But  even  if  not  so,  at  one  time  it  is 
admitted  by  Grseme  that  he  knew  Uoyds  insisted  on  dif- 
ferent terms.  And  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  ever 
departed  therefrom,  or  that  Grseme  had  ever  any  reason 
to  suppose  that  they  had  done  so.  According  to  Foulkes' 
evidence,  Grseme  had  not  even  his  authority  to  make 
such  a  contract.  But,  even  if  he  had,  it  is  clear  Foulkes 
had  not  Lloyd's  authority  to  enter  into  it  And,  even  if 
Grseme  did  not  know  that  he  had  tio^,  he  had  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  he  had.  Of  course  if  he  had,  then  this 
action  could  not  be  maintained;  but  it  is  manifest  that  he 
had  not.     For  the  contract  includes   all  the  ships,  and 

(a)  Because,  even  lupposing  and  therefore  his  telling  his  em- 
Graeme  did  not  what  were  Lloyd's  ployer  what  he  did  know  could  be 
specific  instructions,  he  knew  no  protection,  even  in  an  action  for 
Foulkes  was  receiving  them,  and  negligence, 
that  they  contained  the  limits  of  his  (6)  It  could  hardly  be  to,  be- 
authority,  and  he  knew  what  those  cause  Graeme  swore  he  had  not 
limiU  had  been)  and  it  was  his  heard  the  contents  of  the  later 
duty  to  find  out  if  they  had  been  letters,  and  if  not,  he  could  not  have 
enlarged  and  extended.  His  not  told  his  employers  of  them, 
knowing  that  would  be  negligence, 
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Foulkes  to  include  them  in  it ;  and,  according  to  Foulkes,       huoh 

the  defendants  had  not  even  his  authority  to  include  them.  v* 

Grjsme 
The  question  will  then  be,  whether  he  was  their  general    and  Another. 

agent  or  an  agent  with  a  limited  authority?  And  even  if  he 
had  been  their  general  agent  at  first,  then  the  question  will 
be,  whether  the  general  authority  was  not  circumscribed  and 
restrained  by  what  passed  at  the  interview  between  Lloyd 
and  the  defendant  Graeme,  and  by  the  subsequent  letters 
of  Lloyd  to  Foulkes,  of  the  substance  of  which,  it  should 
seem,  Grseme  was  aware?  He  admits  it  as  to  the  first 
letter  of  4th  November,  and  he  could  scarcely  deny  that  he 
had  heard  some  parts  of  the  later  letters.  He  admits,  at 
all  events,  that  he  knew  Foulkes  was  receiving  instructions 
from  his  principal  Lloyd.  And  those  instructions,  on  the 
disputed  points,  never  varied  to  the  last  moment  before 
the  contract.  The  defelidant  Grseme  admits  he  was  aware 
that  Lloyd  had  at  first  insisted  on  those  terms,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  Lloyd  ever  departed  frOm  them  or  au- 
thorized Foulkes  to  do  so,  or  that  Grseme  had  any  reason 
to  suppose  so.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Foulkes  had  no 
authority  to  conclude  this  contract;  and  if  Grseme  knew 
this,  or  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he  had,  then  the 
defendants  would  be  liable. 

These  are  the  questions  for  you  to  determine: — 

1.  Did  the  defendants  act  as  agents  of  Lloyds,  the 
sellers  ? 

2.  Had  Foulkes  a  general  authority  from  Lloyds? 

3.  If  so,  was  it  limited  and  restrained  by  the  particular 
instructions  contained  in  the  letters  ? 

4.  Had  the  defendants  Lloyds'  authority  to  enter  into 
this  contract  ? 

5.  Had  they  Foulkes'  authority  to  enter  into  it? 

6.  Had  Foulkes  Lloyds'  authority  to  do  so  ? 

7.  Was  the  authority  confined  to  the  Lockett? 
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HUOHBS 
0. 

Grjeme 

and  Another. 


8.  If  there  was  no  authority  to  enter  into  this  contract, 
was  the  plaintiff  aware  that  there  was  not? 

The  jury  answered  all  the  questions  so  as  to  resnlt  in  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 


(a)  Entered  for  370/.,  the  amount 
qf  the  Chancery  costs,  subject  to 
leave  to  move  to  increase  it  by  the 


amount  of  the  profits ;  and  leave  to 
the  defendants  to  move  to  reduce  it 
to  nominal  damages. 


Middlesex 

Sittings. 

Michaelmas 

Term, 

The  plaintiff 
having  sent 
horses  to  a 
licensed  horse 
dealer  for  sale 
in  the  horse 
dealer's  own 
name,  the 
dealer  sold  the 
horses,  in  his 
own  name,  to 
the  defendant 
The  plaintiff, 
unknown  to  tlie 
defendant,  re- 
voked the 
dealer's  autho- 
rity to  sell,  or 
receive  the 
price:  and  the 
defendant 
afterwards  paid 
the  dealer. 
Held,  that  un- 
less  he  had  re- 
ceived notice 
of  the  revoca- 
tion of  autho- 
rity (which  he 
denied)  the 
payment  was 
good  as  against 
the  plaintiff,  he 
having  allowed 
the  dealer  to 
appear  as  the 
owner. 


Coram  Cackbum,  C.J. 

CURLEWIS  V.  BIRKBECK. 

Declaration  for  the  pnce  of  horses  sold  and  de- 
livered by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 

Second  count,  for  their  conversion. 

Pleas:  1.  (To  first  count.)  Never  indebted. 

2.  That  the  defendant  satisfied  the  plaintiff**s  claim  by 
payment. 

3.  (To  the  second  count.)  Not  guilty. 

4.  Not  possessed.     Issue. 

Edward  Jamts^  Q.C.,  and  JET.  T.  Cole  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hawkins f  Q.  C,  Garth  and  Barnard  for  the  defendant 

Huddlesony  Q.  C,  watched  the  case  for  Toynbee. 

This  was  an  action  by  a  tailor,  against  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  GKimey,  Overend  &  Co.,  for  the  price  of  two 
hunters— one  sold  for  225/.,  the  other  for  160/.  The  de- 
fence, in  substance,  was,  that  he  bought  them  of  one  Toyn- 
bee,  who  kept  livery  stables  and  sold  horses,  and  had  p«d 
him.  He  had  in  fi&ct  so  paid  him,  and  the  question  was, 
whether,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of 
payment,  the  horses  were  Toynbee's  or  the  plaintifl's? 

The  horses  were,  in  fact,  the  plaintiff's;  and  Toynbee 
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was,  in  fact,  his  agent,  but  had  sold  as  the  ostensible        1863. 
owner;  and  the  facts  were  as  follow : — 

Toynbee  kept  livery  stables,  and  had  a  horse  dealer's 
licence  to  sell  horses;  and  as  so  licensed  his  name  was 
over  the  stables,  "  Licensed  dealer  in  horses  ;'*  and  the 
plaintiff  in  no  way  appeared.  He  had,  however,  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  by  which  he  was 
to  sell  horses  for  plaintiff  according  to  certain  terms, 
the  expenses  being  deducted  and  the  net  proGts  divided ; 
the  plaintiff  having  power  at  any  time  to  determine  the 
agreement  by  notice. 

The  two  horses  in  question  had  been  sent  to  Toynbee's 
stables  by  the  plaintiff  for  sale;  and,  in  December,  1862, 
without  knowing  that  they  were  the  plaintiff's,  the  de- 
fendant there  saw  them,  and  bargained  for  them ;  but  they 
were  not,  at  the  time,  delivered. 

On  a  former  occasion,  when  Toynbee  had  bought  a 
horse  of  the  defendant,  the  latter  received  in  payment  a 
cheque  drawn  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  sale  was  on  the  24th  December.  On  the  27th  De- 
cember the  plaintiff  gave  Toynbee  a  notice  to  terminate 
the  agreement,  and  not  to  sell  any  more  of  his  horses,  nor 
receive  any  monies  on  account  of  any  such  sales.  The 
plaintiff  was  occasionally  at  the  stable,  and  after  the 
bargain,  having  heard  of  it,  he,  on  the  31st  December, 
and  before  payment,  gave  one  Nevin,  a  "  helper"  at  the 
stables,  a  letter  to  give  to  the  defendant  when  he  did  next 
call.  The  defendant  not  calling,  Nevin  was  sent  to  his 
house;  but,  instead  of  taking  the  letter,  merely  made  some 
verbal  communication,  the  terms  of  which,  it  will  be  seen, 
were  in  dispute. 

On  the  1st  January  the  horses  were  delivered,  and  pay- 
ment made  by  the  defendant  to  Toynbee. 

Payment  was  after  defendant  had  seen  Nevin. 

The  plaintiff's  notice  described  Toynbee  as  "  my  servant 
and  foreman." 


support  of  this  case  Nevin  vi  as 
delivered  the  letter  it  was  not  ali 
he  could  only  »Ut€  the  purport 
tion,  which,  accordiDg  to  htoi^  w 
not  to  pay  Toynbee, 

The  defendant  wafl  called  to  i 
that  Nevin  did  not  n^entbn  tbi 
cro»s< examined  as  to  the  previat 
saw  the  plaintiff's  checjiie,  but  f 
idea  to  his  mind  thut  the  plain ttj 
the  business. 

Toy n bee  was  not  called  as  a  1 

The  case  for  the  defence  was, 
by  the  plaintifiHo  all  as  the  app] 
imtig^Of  the  payment  to  him  wi 

7f  0  particular  notice  waa  taka 

CocKBURN,  C.  J,  (to  the  jii 
express  notice  to  the  dcf^ndan 
revocation  of  plaintiff's  aulhorit; 
question  for  you  *  if  you  think  1 
muat  find  for  the  plaintiff,  Bi 
wa»  nut,  then^  as  the  plaintiff  nl 
to  the  world  and  to  the  defenda 
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to  that,  the  case  would  have  rested 
had  that  count  heen  pressed  on  the 
doctrhie  of  Tollit  v.  Sherstone^  5 
M.  &  W.  283  ;  Buuell  v.  Be//,  10 
M.  &  W.  340,  and  Valpy  v.  Gib- 
tony  4  C.  B.  837 ;  that  even  where 
there  has  been  a  wrongful  sale  to 
the  defendant,  a  notice  requiring 
payment  of  the  price  waives  the 
tort  and  remits  the  owner  to  an 
action  of  debt ;  or  on  the  similar 
doctrine  of  Gregg  v.  Welh^  10  A. 
&:  £.  90,  and  Fickard  v.  Seart,  6 
A.  &  £.  475  ;  confirmed  in  Free- 
man V.  Cooky  2  Exch.  G54,  that  a 
man  standing  by  and  allowing 
another  to  deal  with  his  goods  as 
owner,  is  estopped  from  afterwards 
claiming  them  from  a  bond  fide 
purchaser,  and  that  the  estoppel 
arises  on  not  possessed.  Of  course, 
if  the  case  had  been  pressed  upon 
this  count,  the  question  would  have 
been  for  the  jury,  and  of  course,  also, 
upon  this  count,  if  the  property 
had  passed  prior  to  payment,  then 
payment  would  have  been  imma- 
terial, which  was  probably  the  rea< 
ton  why  it  was  not  pleaded  to  that 
count  The  case,  however,  was  not 
rested  so  much  upon  that  count  as 
on  the  count  in  debt  for  the  price, 
and  especially  on  the  question  of 
authority  to  receive  payment.  Now 
the  actual  revocation  of  Toynbee*s 
authority  to  receive  payment  was 
not  disputed,  and  the  plea,  it  will 
be  observed,  was  in  the  common 
form,  not  indeed  alleging  a  pay- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  com- 
mon form  does  not  so  allege  it,  but 
merely  that  the  plaintifTs  claim 
was  satisfied  by  payment^  which 
would  be  of  course  good  to  a  count 
alleging  ji  sale  by  the  plaintifi)  and 
would  be  proved  by  any  payment 


valid  in  law  as  against  him.  It 
did  not  appear  to  be  disputed  that 
in  law  the  tale  was  by  the  plaintiff, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  he  had  a 
right  to  intervene  after  notice  that 
he  was  principal ;  but  then,  as  al- 
though an  agent  of  course  cannot 
uU  without  authority,  such  autho- 
rity may  be  implied  from  circum- 
stances, and  it  is  for  the  jury 
whether  the  principal  has  not,  by 
his  conduct,  enabled  his  agent  to 
hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as 
having  authority  to  sell  (Dyer  v. 
Feanon,  3  B.  &  C.  38);  so  it 
would  be  as  to  authority  to  receive 
payment ;  and  even  when  a  security 
has  been  taken  instead  of  money, 
if  the  owner  has  allowed  the  agent 
to  appear  as  if  he  had  authority  to 
accept  such  security,  and  the  pur- 
chaser has  dealt  with  the  agent  on 
that  footing  and  altered  his  posi- 
tion, the  owner  cannot  recover,  al- 
though the  security  fails.  Wyatt  v. 
Marquis  of  Hertford,  3  East,  147. 
This  was  on  the  same  principle  of  es- 
toppel in  pais,  which  is  far  older  than 
has  been  supposed,  and  had  been 
applied  even  to  commercial  matters, 
long  before  the  cases  above  alluded 
to.  Here  the  case  was  of  course  in- 
finitely stronger,  for  there  had  been 
an  actual  payment  in  money  be- 
fore (as  the  jury  must  be  taken  to 
have  found)  actual  notice  to  the 
buyer  of  revocation  of  the  agent's 
authority.  The  agent  having  once 
been  put  into  a  position  of  autho- 
rity, and,  in  this  very  transaction, 
mere  actual  revocation  of  his  au- 
thority would  not  suflfice  as  against 
a  bond  fide  purchaser.  An  owner 
allowing  an  agent  to  deal  as  owner 
may  be  liable  even  to  a  set- off*  due 
from  the  agent;    (C^irr  v.  Hinc li- 


nes. 


B.  *J:ti.     No  iloubt  where,  in  fid,  Ci 

there  U  no  siuihcinty  to  t?ceiv«  p^;*^  ao 

iciPttt,  m>  wh^rc  there  wit»  no  author  m 

rily  e*ct'pt  to  tecpit^c  tijon^y  over  di 

ih#  coutiter^  and  ihere  haJi  beoa  no  kn 

holcliftg  t>u(  of  tbe  Hg^iit  at  having  [il 

Aiilhorky,  the   poynitffft   ilo«a  oot  til 

909.     And  a  dcrk  cmpbyed  by  ^ 

hii  inaitf^r  only  to  aUtim  ordfti  for  b4 

gikids  ti  not  utithorixE^d,  by  reason  tfi 

tb«ri!tor^  wUhout  a  Appciai  aulhurity^  oo 

to  receive  payment  for  ihtjs^  ^omls  |a 

•0  ordered;  { PuHa^k  v^  IVitrr^^l  til 

L.  T.,  Ex.  86 ;)  but  the  riik  of  Uv  ba 

•a  to  Holding  out,  ttliicb  binds  the  ^ 

rva]  owner  by  the  mk^  of  cotina  wi 

must  eijufllly  bind  him  ai  to  tbe  t^ 

fignnfiil.       Hence,    under    euber  ill 

eamil  ihai   wai  the  prindplis  on  M 

which  the  cokD  turned,  nnd  w^  it  b  G( 

ttoneeived^  no  otb^r  speci5e  qn^s*  di 

lHl>t]  b«lng  raided,  ikat  aion«  was  tli?  id 

tiib«Untm1  qn^iMtJou  to  put  to  tb«  wt 

jnry.  Kvcrything^  therefore,  lui-n«c|  @i 

on  th4?  holding  out,  and  that  the  C. 

4Jr(Hrtioti   vros   ri^ht  appeart  from  all 

tbo    folbwbtg    case,   which    very  pt 

mcich  r«»eniblei  the  preaent:^  ^h 
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Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Guildhall,  coram  Cockburn,  C.  J.      ^-^^^^^ 

MASON  V.  CLIFTON,  Bart.  mm^IL 

Term, 

jdLCTION  for  work  and  labour,  and  commission,  &c.  If  A*  employs 

•ni  •    J   U4  J  B.  to  procure 

Plea :  never  mdebted.  him  a  loan  on 

The  particulars  of  demand  were  as  follows :—  InV^^^pi^/^^ 

"22nd  of  May,  1858,  to  commission  earnt  by  the  plain    C.,  who  obtains 

J'  '  •'  "^  It  on  other  and 

tiff,  at  request  of  the  defendant,  in  procuring  the  sum  of  different  terms, 
65,000/.,  to  be  advanced  on  mortgage  of  certain  heredita-  ijaJe  to"c. 
ments  and  property  of  defendant,  200/. ;  to  commission  ^^-^^^'^  or^for' 
tomt  by  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  defendant,  in  procuring  remuneration 

,  -/^/v^^rM  111  -  .      unless  he  rali- 

the  sum  of  20,000/.,  to  be  advanced  on  mortgage  of  certam  fies  these  terms 
hereditaments  and  property  of  defendant,  200/.;  to  com-  c/g^i^pfjj!" 
mission  earnt  by  plaintiff,  at  request  of  defendant,  in  pro-  ^^^^' 
curing  the  sum  of  8,000/.,  to  be  advanced  to  defendant,  or 
for  his  use,  80/.;  11th  of  May,  1858,  for  work  and  labour 
in  proposing  the  defendant's  life  for  assurance  in   the 
Guardian  Life  Assurance  Office,  in  the  sum  of  25,500/., 
and  in  procuring  the  said  proposal  to  be  accepted  by  the 
said  Office,  20/.;  from  the  16th  of  April,  1858,  to  the  lltb 
of  April,  1859,  to  work  and  labour  in  arranging  for  the 
compromise  and  liquidation  of  the  debts  and  claims  of 
numerous  judgment  creditors  of  defendant,  amounting  to 
about  155,000/.,  50/.— 550/." 

Joseph  Brown  and  Tapping  (with  them  Lush)  con- 
ducted the  case  for. the  plaintiff. 

Hawkins  and  Tal/ourd  Salter  were  for  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  was  a  gentleman  of  landed  property,  who, 
in  1858,  had  become  largely  indebted;  and  had  judgments 
recovered  against  him,  to  the  amount  of  above  40,000/. 

He    therefore,    in    March,    1858,    while    residing   at 
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Boulogne,  employed  one  Kingdon,  an  attorney^  to  raise 
bim  money,  and  Kingdon  was  acquainted  with  the  plain- 
tiff and  engaged  his  assistance  in  the  business  ;  and 
accordingly  the  plaintiff  exerted  himself  to  obtain  certain 
loans  for  the  defendant;  and  did,  in  fact,  obtain  the  loans, 
and  in  so  doing  enter  into  the  negotiations  and  do  the 
work  mentioned  in  the  particulars  of  demand.  And  in 
the  course  of  these  endeavours  and  negotiations  the  de- 
fendant  w^  introduced  to  him,  and  was  made  aware  that 
he  was  thus  engaged ;  but  there  was  no  other  evidence  of 
recognition  of  his  employment  by  the  defendant.  And 
although  the  loans  were  obtained  or  procured  for  the  de- 
fendant, they  were  not,  in  fact,  accepted  by  him. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  was  introduced  to 
Sir  Robert  by  Kingdon,  and  had  obtained  the  loans  above 
mentioned  from  the  Guardian  and  various  Offices,  and 
that  all  the  arrangements  were  completed  for  the  receipt 
of  the  money,  and  that  it  might  have  been  received  by  Sir 
Robert  had  it  not  been  for  default  on  his  part  Kingdon, 
however,  who  it  appeared  was  abroad,  was  not  called. 

The  case  for  the  defendant  was,  that  he  had  only  em- 
ployed Kingdon ;  that  Kingdon  had  done  nothing  for  him, 
and  that  though  he  had,  indeed,  seen  the  plaintiff  in  the 
course  of  the  negotiations,  he  had  not  in  any  way  employed 
him;  and  that  the  mon^y  had  not  been  obtained  for  him 
on  the  terms  he  authorized,  but  that  the  matter  had  gone 
off  as  abortive  in  the  hands  of  Kingdon. 

It  appeared  that  the  loans  had  been  obtained  by  the 
plaintiff  on  different  terms  from  those  authorized  by  the 
defendant. 

The  defendant  was  called,  and  stated  that  he  had  em- 
ployed Kingdon  to  obtain  the  money  on  the  usual  terms, 
that  is,  on  mortgage  at  four  and  a  half  per  cent. ;  but  that 
Kingdon  had  proposed  certai*^  terms  to  which  he  would 
not  accede,  and  he  had  therefore  broken  off  ail  communi- 
cation with  him. 


SITTINGS-QUEEN'S  BENCH.  901 

In  the  course  of  the  reply,  1863. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  asked  for  any  authority  to  show  that      mason 
if  a  gentleman  employed  an  attorney  to  raise  him  money,  »• 

he  was  liable  to  any  agent  whom  the  attorney,  without         BarL 
his  authority,  might  choose  to  employ  (a). 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  was  not  prepared 
to  supply  any  such  authority,  and  suggested  that  there  had 
been  ratification  and  recognition  of  the  plaintiff's  employ- 
ment, and  that  he  was,  at  all  events,  entitled  to  recover 
reasonable  remuneration. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury, 
observed  that  he  did  not  agree  to  this.  The  law,  he  said, 
no  doubt  was,  that  if  A.  employed  B.  to  raise  money  for 
him,  and  B.  found  the  money  for  him,  then  A.  could  not, 
merely  by  declining  to  accept  it,  deprive  B.  of  his  commis- 
sion. But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  B.  is  employed  to  procure 
money  upon  certain  terms,  and  does  not  procure  it  upon 
those  terms,  but  upon  other  and  different  terms,  then  A.  will 
not  be  liable  to  him  for  commission.  Nor  can  B.,  in  such 
case,  claim  to  recover  a  reasonable  remuneration  for  trouble 
and  labour:  for  he  has  not  done  what  he  was  employed  to 
do.  Now,  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  em- 
ployed Kingdon  to  raise  money  upon  the  usual  terms,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  obtained  it  upon  other  and  different  terms, 
to  which  the  defendant  would  not  accede.  Even,  there- 
fore, assuming  that  the  defendant  could  be  rendered  liable, 
without  any  recognition  of  employment,  to  a  third  party 
whom  he  never  employed,  he  would  not  be  liable  if  the 
loans  were  not  procured  on  the  terms  he  authorized,  but 
on  other  terms,  unless  afterwards  ratified  and  accepted. 
If  the  defendant  gave  a  general  authority  to  Kingdon  to 
obtain  the  money  on  any  terms,  and  to  employ  any  one  to 
obtain  it,  he  would  be  liable.     But  otherwise,  not  so. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  Vide  EcclesY,Southemy  ante,      Abingdon,  15  East,  62. 
p.  143,  Dote(a),  citing  Bramah  ▼. 

VOL.  III.  3  P  P.P. 


::Z'^im^  machmery,  Yaliied,  hull  at  13,500^ 
to  rtcoTCT  for  ^otnl  J  7,5001.  The  policy  was  in  i! 
total  lens,  bj  again&t  "  perils  of  the  seas,"  and  b 
ce^^arjAbut-     crew  ;  and  with  the  usual  clause, 

unr  port,— not  expense  of  uuderwriters,  &c*      Ai 

ftyvu  hu»  wkU-  "  by  the  perils  insured  againsli** 
'*;;l';plj^"'    amount  for  which  the  defendant 

don,— unvv-      ductlng  Seven  per  cent,  as  paid. 

count  of  tt  bole  ^^  *  .  • 

k  one  af  the  This  was  one  of  1 07  aciiana  ngai 

lottom^  ATid       t^i^d  oilier  pohcks  Oil  the  saaie  ship 
who  B  numiosed   1  c  nnn/ 
iurimgol  JO,m.JUf- 

rmt*»ftd  Plea:  payment  into  Court  of  1 

by  nntTAbp       seven  per  cent. ;  averment,  that  thS 
the  VCTwtl  in  &    ^be  loss  sustained.     Issue- 
it  being  ail-'  Sir  R>  P,  Coliier^  S.-G*,  Dmj^dei 
^:Z:L'li  for  the  plainliff. 

triaU  and  «ftcr  «i      -ii    ^<      ^^     rr  t     m 

overwbpitnin^  Bomli^  h\v  if.  Many  man  ana  H* 
evidedce  of       defendant. 

prnchcai  and       «*'»^       *■»**. 

skiJ led  wit- 
tie  K^en,  thftt » 10CTC  hole  in  the  bottom  iriaj  be  repaitie'di  and  thi 
iiippojted  in^urieE  to  plates  and  rirets,— the  jury  were  directed! 
lairmd  ilatti  of  the  plaii;«  and  rivets  were  E^uch  as  either  itself 
presumption  and  pro\mbi1ity  that  the  ai^te  of  the  riveti  and 
DC  iin«afe,  antl  thifir  re^l  nt&te  eould  not  be  aflcertained  witlioi] 
exFiminatioUf  which  rem  Id  xiQt  he  dim\'  exci^i^t  in  a  repaliring  p 
the  only  alt ertiativi^wiM  aliHtulotitncutr  »tid  wh^fther  thfr  captad 
aii!fvr«r  frdin  ili£  uudftwnttrj  before  aba&doiitiicul.  And  furil 
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The  ship  bad  been  abandoned  and  sold,  at  Algoa  Bay^        1863. 

in  February,  1869,  and  the  claim  was  for  a  constructive      ^^^"^^^^ 
•'  Lindsay 

total  loss.     Certain  sums  had  been  received  on  sale  of  hull    and  Another 
and  engines.    Credit  being  given  for  these  sums,  the  claim    lbatblet. 
was  reduced  to  ninety-two  per  cent.    The  sum  paid  into 
Court  was  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent.,  and  the  plaintiff 
now  claimed  the  residue. 

There  had  been  an  application  at  Chambers  for  leave  to 
plead  specially  the  settlement  and  payment  of  the  former 
claim.  But  a  learned  Judge  at  Chambers  indorsed  the 
summons  '*  No  order,"  plaintiffs  undertaking  to  go  for  a 
total  loss,  or  for  a  partial  loss  above  seven  per  cent.,  after 
July,  1859,  the  period  up  to  which  the  previous  claim  was 
made  and  settled.  There  had  been  a  former  trial,  and  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  Court  had  directed  a  second 
trial,  deeming  the  first  not  satisfactory  (a). 

There  were  other  policies  in  which  the  ship  and  ma- 
chinery were  valued  at  the  same  amount — to  the  total 
amount  of  16,000/.  Altogether  there  were  107  under- 
writers, out  of  which  twenty-seven  had  settled,  and  the  re- 
maining eighty  defended.  The  seven  per  cent,  paid  into- 
Court  upon  the  total  amount  insured  would  amount  to 
about  1,050/. 

The  vessel,  an  iron  screw  steamer,  built  in  1847,  and  so 
about  ten  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  was  bought  by 
the  plaintiff  in  1857,  and  sent  to  India,  where  she  was 
engaged  in  trade  with  China  until  March,  1859.  She 
then  left  Calcutta  with  a  cargo  homeward  bound,  and,  in 
May,  touched  at  Algoa  Bay,  500  miles  from  the  Cape. 
She  had  encountered  rough  weather,  and  put  in  there  to 
coal  and  to  refit.  She  left,  and  was  forced  to  put  back 
again,  and  was  again  refitted.  She  leflt  again  in  June  for 
the  Cape,  and  wad  a  third  time  driven  back,  having  sus- 
tained certain  sea  damage.  In  the  course  of  her  voyage 
from  Calcutta  a  rivet  had  dropped  out,  under  the  sole 
(fl)  Vide  Vol.  II.,  p.  697. 
3p2 
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plate  of  the  engine^  and  the  hole  had  been  effectually 
stopped. 

On  July  I4thy  the  captain  wrote  home  to  Mr.  Lindsay, 
"  that  a  rivet  had  dropped  out,  that  some  of  the  catheads 
were  gone,  and  that  tlie  hull  was  doubtful/'  Shortly 
afterwards,  he  went  home  to  see  and  consult  Mr.  Lindsay. 
At  that  time,  it  was  proved  that  the  hull  was  corroded, 
that  some  of  the  rivets  were  worn,  and  that  the  wood 
work  was  rotten  and  defective ;  but  there  was  evidence 
that  there  were  no  rivets  started  or  plates  loosened. 

While  the  captain  was  in  England,  Mr.  Lindsay  claimed 
for  a  partial  loss  for  damage  done  up  to  that  time,  and  the 
underwriters  settled  at  twenty-five  per  cent.,  or  about 
4,000Z.,  which  Mr.  Lindsay  received. 

At  the  end  of  October  the  captain  left  England,  on  his 
return  to  Algoa  Bay,  and  in  November  he  arrived  there. 

During  all  this  time  the  vessel  had  remained  at  anchor 
in  Algoa  Bay. 

On  the  3rd  of  October,  and  again  on  the  16th  of 
October,  there  were  very  severe  gales,  during  which 
several  vessels  were  driven  on  shore ;  but  the  Harbinger 
rode  them  out  in  safety,  and  sustained  no  sensible  or 
visible  injury,  none,  at  all  events,  that  was  observed  at  the 
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From  that  time  until  the  27th  of  December,  there  were         1863. 

no  entries  of  any  particular  violence  of  wind,  or  of  any 

damage.     On  the  12th  of  December,  1859,  the  captain,    and  Another 

having  returned  to  Algoa  Bay,  wrote  home  to  the  owners     leathlbt. 

thus : — 

<*  I  found  the  Harbinger  much  the  same  as  I  left  her.  The  repairs 
are  going  on  quick  and  well,  and  the  ship  will  be  ready  for  sea  about 
fourteen  days  after  the  masts  and  rigging  arrive.  I  am  in  hopes  that 
expenses  for  repairs  to  hull  will  not  exceed  500/." 

The  entries  in  the  log  up  to  the  27th  of  December  did 
not  show  any  leakage  or  other  sensible  signs  of  injury,  nor 
any  particular  violence  of  winds. 

The  entry  in  the  log  on  the  26th  was, 

**  Fore  part  of  the  day  fine  weather ;  gave  all  hands  a  holiday,  there 
being  no  business  done ;  middle  and  latter  parts  strong  winds  and  passing 
showers." 

There  was  no  mention  of  water  on  that  day,  but  next 
day,  it  will  be  seen,  that  there  was  an  entry  of  twenty-six 
inches  of  water  in  the  ship. 

On  the  27th  of  December  the  entry  was, 

**  Fore  part  of  this  twenty-four  hours  commencing  with  fine  weather. 
As  the  engineer  had  been  pumping  water  in  the  port  boiler  and  thinking 
It  might,  if  leaked  out,  damage  the  cargo,  ordered  the  carpenter's  mate 
to  sound  the  well,  when  he  reported  there  was  twenty-six  inches  in  the 
well,  the  vessel  being  quite  tight,  since  I,  joining  as  chief  officer,  ordered 
the  chief  engineer  to  examine  whether  there  was  any  water  coming 
through  any  of  the  sea-cocks  or  if  any  water  had  leaked  out  of  the  port 
boiler.  In  the  course  of  half  an  hour  he  reported  to  me  that  all  was 
quite  tight.  About  nine  a.m.,  having  pumped  the  water  out  to  six  inches, 
the  chief  engineer  came  and  reported  to  me  that  he  heard  the  water 
rushing  in  through  the  vessel's  bottom  under  the  afler  bunker ;  the  cap- 
tain being  on  board,  I  went  and  reported  to  him;  went  down  and 
examined,  found  that  the  water  was  penetrating  through  a  hole  in  the 
centre  of  one  of  the  plates,  being  about  the  size  of  a  rivet-hole.  The 
captain  immediately  went  on  shore,  and  appointed  a  survey  to  be  held. 
At  noon  the  captain  and  two  surveyors  came  on  board  and  surveyed  the 
leak,  which  statement  of  the  same  will  be  made  in  the  survey.  The 
captain  ordered  a  wood  plug  to  be  put  in  the  hole,  and  stop  all  work  con- 
nected with  the  ship  until  further  orders.  At  fpur  p.m.  the  men  on 
liberty  came  on  board.    The  carpenters  belonging  to  the  shore  left  the 
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▼etiel  after  the  pumps  being  sucked  out  dry ;  found  the  vessel  was  not 
making  water  in  any  other  place.  Middle  and  latter  parts  of  tliis  day 
fine  weatlier  with  a  strong  breeze ;  the  well  sounded  regularly  every  two 
hours.     [Upon  further  examination  found  the  leak  to  be  in  the  centre  of 

•  plate  near  to  the  keelson.  While  the  surveyors  were  examining  they 
took  out  the  plug,  and  the  water  gushed  in  to  the  height  of  three  feet, 
extinguishing  the  light;  relighted  the  lamp,  and  found  that  the  plate  was 
entirely  gone.  Tlie  captain  gave  orders  that  a  strict  look  out  night  and 
day  should  be  kept  in  the  engine-room  and  elsewhere  lest  other  plates 
might  start  until  the  cargo  should  be  removed;  watch  kept  and  pumps 
carefully  attended  to  accordingly.]" 

The  entry  in  the  log,  it  is  to  be  observed,  would  be 
made  by  the  chief  officer,  who,  however,  being  examined 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  underwriters,  stated  that 
the  latter  part  of  the  entry, — the  part  enclosed  within 
brackets, — was  added  by  him  at  the  captain's  suggestion. 

On  the  27th  of  December  a  leak  was  discovered,  and  a 
hole  found  out  in  one  of  the  plates  at  the  bottom.  The 
hole  was  plugged,  and  it  did  not  appear  to  have  leaked  for 
some  time ;  but  on  the  28th  a  survey  was  made  by  one, 
Salmon^  a  merchant,  and  a  Captain  Joss,  master  of  a  small 
steamer.    They  reported  that, 

"  Having  examined  the  ship  and  the  pumps,  they  found  that  the  vessel 
had  been  making  a  considerable  quantity  of  water,  and  that  by  means  of 

•  wooden  plug  driven  into  a  hole  the  leak  had  been  temporarily  stopped. 
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in  commencing  about  her  repairs  (which  he  described,  and  then  pro- 
ceeded), everything  was  going  on  well,  when,  on  the  morning  of  the  27th 
of  December  it  was  reported  to  me  that  the  ship  had  sprung  a  leak.  On 
the  evening  of  the  26th  of  December  the  well  had  been  sounded,  and 
five  and  a-half  inches  in  it,  and  on  the  27th,  when  the  sounding-rod  waa 
put  down,  twenty-six  inches  of  water  was  in  the  ship.  I  gave  orders 
that  every  part  of  the  ship  should  be  examined,  to  find  whence  the  water 
came,  and  the  chief  officer  and  chief  engineer  were  not  long  in  finding 
the  leak,  which  proved  to  be  just  abaft  the  engines,  and  about  three  feet 
from  the  keelson ;  and  on  further  examination  it  proved  to  be  right  in  the 
centre  of  one  of  the  plates.  The  only  course  to  pursue  ^as  to  call  a 
survey  of  two  of  the  most  respectable  and  most  experienced  men  to  be 
found,  in  order  to  get  their  opinion  as  to  what  was  best  to  be  done. 
The  report  which  I  send  with  this  will  show  the  result.  As  to  the  cause 
of  the  leak,  I  have  no  doubt  you  have  heard  already  of  the  fearful  gales 
of  wind  which  were  experienced  during  my  absence,  one  on  the  4th  and 
the  other  on  the  16th  of  October,  when  on  the  former  occasion  four 
vessels  went  on  shore,  &c.  At  that  time  the  Harbinger  was  lying  at 
anchor,  and,  as  you  know,  I  had  supplied  her  with  an  anchor  and  extra 
large  and  new  chain,  and  the  anchor  being  so  heavy,  and  the  chain  so 
good  that  it  would  have  dragged  her  under  water  before  it  would  part, 
but  at  the  same  time  that  it  saved  her  it  must  have  strained  her  most 
fearfiilly,  and  that  strainage  is  the  cause  of  the  leak.  This  being  a  long 
ship,  and  very  heavy,  it  must  have  tried  her  severely.  Of  course,  I  will 
do  all  in  my  power  to  save  this  unfortunate  ship ;  if  there  is  any  chance 
of  getting  her  home  I  will  bring  her,  but  being  sure  in  my  own  mind 
that  she  has  been  strained  under  the  engines,  I  see  but  little  chance  of 
her  ever  leaving  this  port.  At  present  I  have  stopped  all  work  and  called 
for  tenders  to  carry  the  cargo  to  London." 

For  the  next  few  days  the  entries  were, 
'*  Strong  winds,  pumps  well  attended  to,  and  the  well  sounded  every 
hour." 

On  the  2nd  of  January  the  entry  was, 

'*  Fine  weather;  carpenter  and  carpenter's  mate  discharged." 

On  the  4th  of  January  the  entry  was, 

**  Fine  weather ;  crew  employed  in  clearing  away  for  discharging 
cargo ;  engineers  and  firemen  employed  in  the  engine-room  disconnecting 
the  engine;  a  bark  engaged  to  receive  the  cargo ;  pumps  regularly  attended 
to." 

And  the  next  two  or  three  days  the  entries  were  similar, 
*'  Engineers  disconnecting  the  engine,  &c." 

Before  the  second  survey  the  captain  wrote  home  to 
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■Mr.  Lindsay,  "I  shall  spend  no  more  money  on  the 
repairs,  as  I  don't  think  she  is  worth  it."  And  there  was 
evidence  that  at  this  time  the  captain  spoke  of  the  ship  as 
condemned,  and  solicited  the  crew  to  sign  a  paper  refusing 
to  proceed  to  sea  in  her. 

On  the  9th  of  January  the  cargo  began  to  be  removed. 
At  this  time  it  was  plain  from  the  evidence  that  nothing 
had  been  found  out  amiss  in  the  ship,  except  the  hole. 
The  hull  was,  for  aught  that  then  appeared,  as  sound 
as  ever. 

On  the  16th  of  January,  Captain  Salmon  and  Captain 
Joss  surveyed  the  ship,  and  reported, 

"  That  a  considerable  portion  of  the  cargo  had  been  taken  out  and  the 
engine  pulled  down,  which  enabled  them  to  look  carefully  at  the  8hip*t 
bottom,  and  they  were  fully  established  in  the  opinion  that  from  the  bad 
■tate  of  the  rivets  and  plates  internally  it  would  be  absolutely  necessary 
to  have  the  bottom  examined  externally,  before  any  opinion  as  to  her 
•eaworthiness,  and  to  have  her  hove  down  for  that  purpose." 

On  the  21st  of  January,  as  it  appeared  from  the  entry 
in  the  log,  the  captain  had  given  Mr.  Fielding  the  job 
to  "discharge  and  strip,  and  put  everything  out  of  the 
vessel."  On  the  31st  of  January  (the  day  the  policy  ex- 
pired), Captains  Simpson  and  Salmon  came  on  board  to 
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repeatedly,  as  the  ascertained  leaks  were  in  Tarions  places ;  and,  on  the 
whole,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  captain  could  not  prudently  accept 
the  responsibility  of  having  the  vessel  hove  down  in  Angoa  Bay." 

On  the  3rd  of  February  there  was  a  protest  by  the 
captain,  and  on  the  8th  an  act  of  abandonment,  and  ad- 
vertisements for  sale.  The  engines  were  sent  home  to 
England,  and  the  boilers  and  tanks  taken  out.  On  the 
13th  of  February  the  heavy  machinery,  that  is,  the 
cylinders,  &c.,  were  taken  out.  ^ 

Neither  in  the  protest,  nor  act  of  abandonment,  nor  in 
the  log,  nor  in  the  letters  of  the  captain  to  the  owners,  nor 
in  any  of  the  surveys,  was  any  mention  made  of  rivets 
having  wrenched  or  plates  started. 

On  the  24th  of  February  the  hull  was  sold  to  one, 
Fletcher,  for  200/. ;  he  did  not  at  once  take  possession, 
and  the  vessel  remained  at  anchor. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1860,  Mr.  Lindsay  wrote  to 
the  ship's  agents  thus  : — 

*'  I  am  very  anxious  to  have  this  unfortunate  ship  here.  Captain  Chap- 
man advises  me  that  the  repairs  are  all  going  on  '  quick  and  well,'  and 
that  he  would  he  ready  for  sea  in  about  twelve  days  after  the  masts  and 
rigging  arrive.  His  opinion  is  that  little  is  required  to  the  body  of  the 
hull,  and  this  entirely  confirms  my  own  view,  for  a  stronger  ship  never 
was  built." 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1860,  Mr.  Lindsay  then  having 
received  the  advices  of  the  ship's  abandonment,  wrote  thus 
to  his  agents  at  Algoa  Bay : — 

"  I  have  yours  of  the  14th,  and  letters  of  the  3rd  and  16th  of  January 
from  Captain  Chapman,  all  of  which  I  have  read  with  great  regret. 
These  letters,  with  the  surveys,  1  have  laid  before  the  underwriters,  who, 
of  course,  can  offer  no  opinion  till  we  have  further  advices.  It  is  evident 
that  the  Harbinger  sustained  very  serious  injury  in  the  gales  of  October, 
when  so  many  ships  were  driven  on  shore,  and  tliat  the  very  efficient 
manner  in  which  she  had  been  moored  alone  saved  her  and  all  her  cargo 
on  board  from  total  loss.  I  have  given  notice  through  Lloyds  to  the  con- 
signees of  the  transhipment  of  the  cargo.  As  the  Harbinger  will  either 
be  condemned  or  repaired  long  ere  this  letter  reaches  you,  any  observa- 
tions from  me  will  be  of  little  avail.  If  condemned,  I  doubt  not  that 
you  will  see  that  the  documents  are  clear  and  complete  in  all  respects  to 


1863. 

Lindsay 
and  Another 

V. 

Lbathlet. 


Oil  Ihfl  6tii  oT  AfKil,  laeO^  M r.  U 


Oi 

tbm 


On  the  5ili  of  TkUy,  1660«  Mr.  I 
caved  the  letter  of  bii  agenfi  of  tbi 
tbm : — 

Ib  bet,  It  «m  asm  m  lotaMt  l»  d 
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at  anchor,  until  in  July  a  cable  parted  and  it  went  ashore. 
And  Fletcher,  the  purchaser  of  the  hull  and  boilers  of  the 
Harbinger^  deposed,  that  the  vessel  did  not  leak  during 
the  twenty  weeks  which  elapsed  between  the  sale  and  her 
going  ashore.  The  vessel  was  then  broken  up.  The  hull 
having  been  broken  up,  the  pluses  had  been  resold.  In 
March,  the  captain  had  left  Algoa  Bay  for  England. 

The  plaintiffs  had  agents  at  Algoa  Bay,  but  had  com- 
municated only  with  the  captain,  and  therefore  they  had 
not  interposed,  and  Lloyds'  agent  at  the  port  had  declined 
to  advise  the  captain,  as  the  owners  had  agents  at  the 
place. 

The  sale  of  the  hull  was  pdblic,  and  there  was  no 
evidence  that,  taking  it  as  justifiable,  and  that  the  removal 
of  the  engines  was  also  justifiable,  the  sale  was  not  bonA 
fide. 

The  course  of  post  for  letter  and  answer  between 
Algoa  Bay  and  London  was  sixty  days.  The  captain  did 
not  wait  answers  from  owners  or  underwriters  before 
selling,  but  sold  in  February,  and  left  in  March. 

The  captain  having  come  home  to  England,  Mr.  Lindsay 
furnished  the  underwriters  with  the  papers  in  support  of 
his  claim  for  a  total  loss,  applying,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
a  Mr.  Janson,  whose  name  stood  first  among  the  under- 
writers who  subscribed  the  policy  now  sued  upon.  Some 
of  the  principal  undefwriters,  on  another  of  the  policies, 
were  also  seen  on  the  subject.  The  papers  were,  however, 
first  sent  to  Mr.  Janson  in  April,  and  he,  on  the  6th  of 
June,  settled  the  claim  at  fifty  per  cent.  Altogether 
twenty-seven  out  of  107  underwriters  settled  the  claim ; 
but  the  eighty  others  declined  to  do  so.  Among  these 
was  the  defendant,  and  on  the  7th  of  July,  Mr.  Lindsay 
wrote  a  letter  to  him,  from  which  it  would  appear  that 
they  had  hesitated  to  settle,  on  the  ground  that  the  injuries 
sustained  by  the  vessel  were  not  sufficient  to  justify  her 
abandonment,  or,  at  all  events,  not  such  as  had  arisen 


1863. 


Lindsay 
and  Another 

V. 

Lbathlet. 
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1 86.t»  from  "  the  perils  of  the  seas,**  but  that  they  had  ariaen  m 
^^^"^  the  mat  a  from  "wear  and  tear"  of  the  vessieL  Oti  the  16th 
iiiid  Anoihtf  of  July  this  action  was  brought,  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
LEATtiLET*  claimed  for  a  total  loss,  caused  by  "perils  of  the  seas." 
On  the  1st  of  August,  1860,  the  defendant  pleaded,  deny- 
iTig  the  loss  as  alle^ed^Jbut  in  June,  1861,  amended  the 
plea  by  paying  into  Court  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  on 
the  amount  insured i  alleging  that  there  was  no  losd  to  a 
greater  extent,  that  is,  in  eB'ect  denying  a  total  loss,  or 
any  damage  from  "  perils  of  the  seas*'  to  any  greater 
amount  than  tlie  sum  paid  into  Court*  The  principal  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiff  had  bean  taken  by  commission  at 
Algoa  Bay,  where  the  Captain  had  settled,  and  last  year 
the  cause  came  on  for  trial  here,  but  the  Court,  not 
safiftfied  with  the  result,  ordered  a  new  trial*  The  captains, 
Salmon  and  Joss^  with  one  Gilley,  second  mate,  were 
examined  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  by  commission,  and 
were  not  called  at  either  trial. 

It  wae  admitted^  almost  at  the  close  of  the  case,  that 
lite  bole  ivas  repairable* 

The  cai^e,  therefore,  turned  entirely  oa  the  state  of  the 
rivets  and  plates* 

There  was  only   one   witnesS|  Gil  ley,  who  spoke  to 
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neighbouring  plates  they  found  a  great  many  of  the  rivets        1863. 

started  and  bent.     He  was  the  first  who  so  stated  :  and       ^""*^ 
111-  -11  •  .         .1  .1  Lindsay 

it  was  not  stated  by  him  until  he  gave  his  evidence  in  the    and  Another 

case.  Such  being  the  evidence  of  Joss  and  Salmon,  the  leathlet. 
evidence  of  the  latter  on  that  point  was  supported  only  by 
Gilley,  who  said  he  saw  the  rivet-heads  off,  as  if  wrenched 
off.  He  and  Salmon  were  the  only  two  witnesses  in  the 
case,  who  spoke  to  rivets  being  started,  except  the  captain 
himself,  who  in  his  evidence  stated  that  he  saw  some 
"  apparently  started."  There  was  one  witness,  and  only 
one,  who  spoke  to  other  leaks  than  from  the  hole,  and  he 
only  in  cross-examination.  That  was  Salmon,  who,  being 
pressed  as  to  the  causes  of  abandonment,  said  at  last  that 
there  were  other  leaks,  having  said  nothing  about  it  in  his 
examination  in  chief.  He  and  Simpson,  indeed,  in  the 
third  survey,  spoke  of  "ascertained  leaks  in  several  places." 
But  it  appeared  that  Simpson  had  not  ascertaiyed  them  ; 
for  he  said  in  his  evidence,  (being  examined  for  the  plaintiff 
at  the  trial,)  that  he  took  the  state  of  the  facts,  (except  as 
to  his  own  inspection  of  the  hull,)  from  the  other  surveyors, 
and  he  did  not  mention  them.  And  there  was  no  mention 
of  them  in  the  log-book,  nor  in  the  protest,  nor  the  act 
of  abandonment,  nor  the  letters  of  the  captain.  The 
captain,  in  cross-examination,  said,  "I  knew  the  hole 
could  be  temporarily  repaired,  but  I  was  fearful  of  other 
leaks."  And  neither  Joss  nor  Gilley  said  a  word  as  to 
other  leaks.  It  was  admitted  by  all  the  witnesses  that, 
where  there  had  been  straining  of  the  ship  so  as  to  cause 
starting  of  the  plates  and  wrenching  of  the  rivets,  water 
would  come  in.  The  plaintiffs'  own  witnesses  said  so. 
Thus,  Simpson,  one  of  the  surveyors,  said,  "  Unless  the 
plates  leaked,  they  could  not  have  been  much  strained." 
So  all  the  other  witnesses  on  both  sides  said,  that  if  the 
plates  were  started  there  must  be  leakage,  and  that  if 
there  was  no  serious  leakage,  there  could  not  have  been 
straining.  And  there  was  an  absence  of  all  other  indica- 
tions of  it    There  was  a  great  body  of  evidence  to  show 


on  the  policies. 

JSovill  objected  to  any  commun 
writers  than  the  defendant,  or^  at  i 
policy;  but 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  the  object 
bind  the  defendant,  but  merely  to 
part  of  the  plaintifT, 

JBovill  cross-examined  the  plain 
to  underwriters,  or  other  of  the  po 
and  also  as  to  statements  by  him, 
presence,  as  to  the  precise  position 

Sir  R,  Collier,  S.-G.,  objected ; 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  allowed  the  ex 

Lindsay,  the  plaintiff, — who  hs 
owner,  and  had  conducted  the  co 
captain  as  to  this  matter,  and  had 
on  this  and  the  other  policies, — wi 
what  passed  on  those  occasions,  ai 
seated  to  them,  or  heard  the  capts 
position  of  the  hole. 

It  appeared  that  the  underwrite! 
done  so  under  the  idea  that  the  ho 
nnreoairable :  and  that  the  case  for 
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not  be  safely  stopped,  and  that  the  rivets  in  the  neighbour-      lindsay 

ing  plates  were  so  far  wrenched  and  loosened  as  to  show    «»d  Another 

that  the  injuries  had  been  caused  by  severe  straining  of    Leathlbt. 

the  vessel,  and  that  they  could  not  be  repaired  nor  fully 

discovered  without  "  heaving  her  down,"  which  could  not 

be  done  at  Algoa  Bay ;  and  further,  that,  until  they  were 

done,  the  ship  could  not  be  safely  taken  into  Simon's  Bay, 

even  if  the  repairs  could  be  done  there.     In  support  of 

this  case  many  witnesses  were  examined,  but  all  assumed 

that  the  state  of  the  rivets  and  plates  was  as  represented, 

and  of  this  there  was  no  direct  evidence,  save  as  above  set 

forth. 

It  appeared,  on  the  plaintiff's  case,  that  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  heave  the  vessel  down  at  Algoa  Bay. 
But  the  necessity  for  it  turned  entirely  on  the  state  of  the 
rivets  and  plates.  Assuming  Captain  Salmon's  evidence 
to  be  correct,  it  would  not  have  been  safe  to  leave  the 
harbour  without  having  the  ship  hove  down. 

And  there  was  evidence  that  the  process  of  heaving 
down  would*  have  been  dangerous  at  an  open  roadstead 
like  Algoa  Bay;  and  the  captain  advertised  for  tenders, 
and  only  received  one  for  3,000/.,  for  the  mere  heaving 
down,  without  providing  for  new  plates  and  rivets,  which 
it  appeared  could  not  be  obtained  at  Algoa  Bay.  The 
nearest  port  was  Simon's  Bay,  near  the  Cape,  430  miles 
off,  three  days'  voyage  by  steam,  and  a  naval  depdt,  and 
always  a  safe  place  of  resort,  and  with  proper  provision 
for  repair  of  iron  vessels.  The  captain  made  no  inquiry 
for  steam-tugs,  believing,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  coast, 
that  none  could  be  obtained  of  sufficient  power.  He  did 
not  accept  the  tender  to  heave  the  vessel  down,  nor  make 
any  trial  trips  to  test  the  extent  of  any  damage  done,  nor 
wait  the  result  of  any  communication  with  underwriters  or 
owners ;  but,  on  the  3rd  February,  gave  notice  of  aban- 
donment, and  sold  the  hull  for  the  price  of  old  iron.  The 
vessel,  however,  remained  at  anchor  until  May,  and  was 
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then  broken  up.      Her  spars,  &c.  sold  for  1,360/.;   her 
engines  were  taken  to  England,  and  sold  for  800/. 

The  case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  in  substance,  that  the 
steamer  could  not  be  safely  removed  from  Algoa  Bay 
without  heaving  down  and  repairs,  and  that  this  could  not 
be  done  there  (a). 


(a)  Supposing  this  could  have 
been  made  out,  of  course  it  would 
have  been  a  good  case  of  construc- 
tive partial  loss,  provided  a  prudent 
uninsured  owner  would,  in  such 
case,  have  done  what  the  captain 
did.  But  that  question,  it  seems, 
only  arises  when  the  two  previous 
points  are  sustained  by  proof,  and 
if  the  ship  (or  cargo,  as  the  case 
may  be)  could  be  so  far  secured  as 
to  render  it  possible  to  take  it  where 
it  could  be  repaired,  except  at  a 
coet  exceeding  the  value,  that 
course  must  be  taken ;  Navone  v. 
Haddon,  9  C.  B.  30 ;  Reimer  v, 
Ringrotef  6  Exch.  263 ;  and  the  case 
is  one  of  partial,  not  total  loss.  It 
has  been  laid  down  by  the  highest 
authority,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
master,  in  case  of  damage  to  the 
ship,  to  do  aU  that  can  be  reason- 
ably done  to  repair  it,  bring  home 
the  cargo,  and  earn  the  freight 
And  where,  in  case  of  damage  to  a 
ship,  the  master  elects  to  repair  it, 
the  mere  fact  that  the  expenses  of 
repair  ultimately  prove  to  be  greater 
than  the  value  of  the  ship  will  not 
be  sufficient  to  show  that  he  acted 
beyond  the  scope  of  bis  authority, 
or  to  entitle  the  owner,  in  an  action 
on  a  policy  on  freight,  to  recover  as 
for  a  total  loss ;  Benson  v.  Chapman, 
2  H.  &  L.  696.  It  was  there  set- 
tled that  a  partial  loss  of  freight 
may  be  recovered  on  a  declaration 
claiming  a  total  loss;  16. 722.    To 


entitle  the  assured  to  recover  under 
a  policy  of  insurance  upon  a  ship 
as  for  a  constructive  total  loss, 
where  no  such  urgent  necessity  is 
shown  as  rendered  a  sale  of  the 
ship  by  the  master  valid  as  against 
the  Insurers,  there  must  have  been 
due  notice  of  abandonment  to  the 
insurers.  Whether  a  notice  of  aban- 
donment may  be  dispensed  with, 
where  there  has  been  a  sale  by  the 
master  under  such  urgent  necessity 
as  to  make  the  sale  valid  as  against 
the  insurers,  qtutre.  Under  a  time 
policy  upon  a  ship,  a  claim  for  par- 
tial loss,  occasioned  by  a  peril  in- 
sured against  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  risk,  nuiy  be  recovered, 
although  the  extent  of  the  damage 
done  by  the  ship  be  not  ascertained 
until  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  insured  against.  A  total  loss, 
for  which  the  insurers  are  not  lia- 
ble, following  a  partial  lou  occa- 
sioned by  the  perils  insured  against, 
has  not  the  effect  of  exempting  the 
insurers  from  liability  for  such  par- 
tial loss,  where  it  continues  preju- 
dicial to  the  assured.  Thus,  where  a 
ship  insured  for  1,000/.  by  a  time 
policy  ending  on  the  23rd  of  Sep* 
tember,  1846,  whilst  endeavouring 
to  make  the  harbour  of  Santa  Cms 
on  the  16th  of  September,  1846, 
got  aground,  and  so  remained  for 
some  time  until  the  flowing  of  the 
tide,  when  she  was  got  off  and 
taken  into  the  harbour,  and  she 
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Upon  the  question  of  partial  loss  Mr.  Lindsay  was  re-        1863. 
called,  and  gave  evidence  to  show  that  (a),  even  on  a      ^^^"^^^ 

.  °  .  .  LlNDSAT 

partial  loss,  the  claim  was  far  beyond  what  had  been  paid    and  Another 

into  Court.    The  only  tender  offered  was  for  3,000/.  Leathlet. 

"  If  it  had  been  possible  to  repair  the  vessel  without  removing  the 
masts  or  boilers,  500/.  or  600/.  would  have  done  it.  If  a  single  rivet 
bad  started,  it  might  have  been  driven  out  and  replaced  by  a  fresh  one. 
Assuming  it  necessary  to  heave  down  the  vessel,  the  first  thing  would 
have  been  to  remove  the  decks  and  beams  above  the  engines.  This 
would  have  cost  200/.  Then  to  take  out  the  engines  and  boilers,  if  at  all 
practicable  (though  he  did  not  think  they  could  have  removed  the  boilers 
there),  and  all  expenses  connected  therewith,  would  cost  about  800/. 
This,  he  said,  was  pnly  an  approximation.  Then,  before  heaving  the  ship 
down,  they  must,  he  said,  putnn  the  beams  again  and  close  the  decks. 
He  estimated  the  cost  of  this,  including  new  timber  in  the  place  of  that 
described,  and  caulking  and  making  all  good,  at  about  300/.  The  expense 
of  heaving  down  he  put  at  2,000/.   Two  heavings  down  might  have  been 


there  continued  discharging  her 
cargo,  and  without  any  injury,  until 
the  middle  of  October,  when  she 
was  beached  and  surveyed,  and 
then  for  the  first  time  it  was  dis- 
covered that  she  had  received  con- 
siderable damage  from  the  accident 
of  the  16th  of  September.  It  was 
found  impracticable  either  to  repair 
her  at  Santa  Cruz  or  to  take  her  to 
any  place  where  she  could  have 
been  prudently  repaired,  and  ulti- 
mately she  was  sold  by  the  master 
for  72/.  No  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was  given  to  the  under- 
writers :  Held,  in^  action  of  co- 
venant upon  th^  policy,  that  there 
had  been  no  actual  total  loss,  and 
that  the  underwriters  were  not 
liable  as  for  a  constructive  total 
loss ;  but  that  they  were  bound  to 
indemnify  the  assured  to  the 
amount  of  the  partial  loss,  which 
the  ship  had  sustained  from  the 
accident  of  the  16th  September; 
Knight  and  Others  v.  Faith  and 
Otftert,  19  L.  J.509;  14  Jur.  114, 

YOL.  III.  3 


Q.B. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the 
master  may  incur  any  reasonable 
expense  and  give  a  bottomry  bond 
without  waiting  for  communication 
from  the  owners,  though  he  ought 
not  to  abandon  without  waiting 
such  communication ;  The  OllivieTf 
31  L.  J.  137. 

But  here,  even  assuming  that 
the  vessel  could  not  have  been  re- 
paired at  Algoa  Bay,  it  did,  in  fact, 
remain  there  until  long  after  an 
answer  firom  home  might  have  been 
received  firom  owners  and  under- 
writers. 

(a)  This  evidence  is  given  at 
length,  because,  from  the  high  po- 
sition and  authority  of  the  plain- 
tifi*  as  an  eminent  shipowner,  it 
might  hereafter  in  similar  cases  be 
of  utility ;  and  because  it  will  be 
seen  the  jury  ultimately  negatived 
a  total  loss  and  could  not  agree  as 
to  the  amount  of  partial  loss,  but 
agreed  that  it  was  something  be- 
yond what  was  paid  into  Court. 

Q  F.F. 


wqM  (l^penil  entirety  on  how  i 
CiiBt  of  platei  «ii<l  rlveiiti  iJ''  \hey  Wf  r#  t) 

been  obUincid  &%  Sltncjn's  Day.  The 
made  ut  Algoit  Bay.  A  blndtimitb  i 
A*«timitig  the  plule^  eould  linvc  been  t 
whokr  rqmini  at  t,000/-  b  rouniJ  tiuti 
•iff.  Tlien^  opcnih^  dceki^  and  rcpbc 
a  very  lienvy  cbarge.  He  ^xxi  it  at  1^504 
TKen  for  cbBuig  ibis  deckB  and  itaking 
there  itri'  strndries,  commissions  ttj  itgefi 
"sumlritV^  on  Toreigti  stalions  come  i 
■itmntit  would  be  S^^DOL  Now,  mil 
tnken  to  SiniQn'D  Bay^  aud  tbat  tbe  rivi 
k  would  either  bave  been  necessary  Lo 
iVf^Ace  tbe  engkej^  part  of  which  had 
Yif  If  of  htT  biittom.  He  s^boiild  b^ve  | 
h$T,  The  Utt^r  Dp(»ralian  would  )iap«  | 
large  enougli  cay^  have  been  got,  50Qi 
unreasonable  charge.  It  woyjd  nt>t  hai 
Bay  with  only  a  wooden  plug;  In  the  hi 
repalts  neces&az^  pri^vious  to  t4?wli>g  hiaf 
must  have  been  landed,  which  would  i 
perhaps,  100/.  He  put  down  the  cosit  ( 
there  being  no  alip  at  tlie  timet  ^^  ^v 
Not  no  tnueh  ns  a  third  leue — teu  to 
ni3mber»,  7,000^.,  or^  wUh  tlie  estpenj 
SfOIHK  ANt»>ming  that  th(^re  woa  no  a 
rtntnd  bolei  he  admitted  it  might  hare  1 
day^  or  A  few  dayH^  at  the  eost  of  a  fei 
been  H voted  over  it  (lu^uming  it  to  hair 
.^-       «tbar  iiijuty  to  the^  ^U)  At  n  owt  nf  «] 
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interest  would   amount  to  2,163i.  14s.  6d.,   making  the   total  claim 
13,594/.  125.  6d." 

On  the  part  of  the  underwriters  it  was  contended  that 
the  real  question  was,  whether  the  captain  was  justified  in 
abandoning  the  ship,  there  having  been  no  advice  to  that 
effect  by  experienced  persons,  nor  any  formal  condemna- 
tion. It  was  absurd,  it  was  said,  to  suggest  that  the  gales 
in  October  had  caused  the  damage,  because  there  was  an 
utter  absence  of  the  usual  indications  of  the  vessel  having 
been  strained.  The  defendants  would  show  by  evidence 
that  the  hole  was  in  the  pump-well,  and  in  a  position  so 
easily  accessible  that  it  was  plugged  with  a  piece  of  wood, 
and  the  vessel  pumped  dry.  It  was  not  a  hole  with  cracks, 
but  a  clear,  round  hole,  without  cracks,  and  such  as  might 
have  been  caused  by  the  constant  dropping  of  the  sound- 
ing-rod upon  a  plate  rusted  by  the  drippings  of  the  brasses 
of  the  pumps  or  the  bilge-water.  And  it  was  perfectly  re- 
pairable, or,  at  all  events,  temporarily  so,  sufficiently  to  en- 
able the  vessel  to  get  in  safety  to  Simon's  Bay — only  three 
days'  voyage — where  she  could  have  been  thoroughly  re« 
paired.  As  to  the  state  of  the  rivets  and  plates,  it  was 
denied  that  they  were  "  wrenched"  or  "started,"  although 
admitted  that  they  were  "  worn." 

In  support  of  this  case,  the  depositions  of  a  great  many 
witnesses  were  read,  and  many  witnesses  called. 

There  was  evidence  of  skilled  witnesses  that  bilge  water 
corrodes  iron.  This  corrosion  is  increased  by  droppings  from 
brass.  Rivets  are  affected  differently,  some  corrode  faster 
than  others ;  the  same  thing  occurs  with  the  plates,  and 
depends  on  the  quality  of  the  iron.  There  was  also  much 
evidence  that  a  ship  must  show  straining  in  its  upper 
works  if  strained  below,  and  must  show  it  also  by  leaking; 
so  a  host  of  witnesses  acquainted  with  iron  vessels^  either 
as  mariners,  builders  or  engineers,  distinctly  testified. 
Thus  Mr.  Bailey,  who  had  been  chief  engineer  of  the 
Harbinger  before  Mr,  Lindsay  purchased  her,  stated  that 
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fact,  been  wrenched,  it  would  ha 
There  was  evidence  of  pei^out  i 
licnce  in  repairing  and  surveyi 
ropuired  ships  of  their  own^  whi 
in  II  row,  without  heaving  her  do 
There  vvus  also  much  ev ideal 
huft  been  taken  to  Simon's  B| 
appeared  that  &imon*s  Bay  wai 
from  Algoa  Bay,  and  was  alwayi 
and  was  a  naval  depot,  and  a  porl 
also  that  there  was  a  "slip*'  in  pvQ 
iron  steamers^  which  would  be  co; 
The  naval  ouihorities  there  W6 
crery  assistance! and  the  hnik  at 
dawn  a  ship  twice  the  size  of 
Chapman,  it  appeared,  knew  oi 
from  England,  as  he  had  asked 
for  repainng  at  Simon's  Bay« 
taken  two  niontlis,  or^  perhaps,  fi 
found  necessary  to  send  to  th^ 
Rivets  could  have  been  put  in  wi 
a  witness  had  put  forty  or  fifty 
said  he  would  have  undertaken 
Hnyer  for  OOOf,  Two  steamers  i 
.  ^ttfKtfi/yl  euoufih  ta  have  towed  I 
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At  the  close  of  the  evidence  on  both  sideS) 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said,  before  the  case  is  over,  I  should 
like  to  hear  what  will  be  said  on  either  side  as  to  the  lia- 
bility of  the  underwriters,  supposing  a  vessel  in  such  a 
state,  partly  from  perils  of  the  sea  and  partly  from  wear 
and  tear,  that,  notwithstanding  the  injuries  from  the  sea 
were  repairable,  yet,  owing  to  the  other  injuries,  it  was 
necessary  to  abandon  her. 

Bovill  said  he  should  contend  that  the  underwriters 
were  not  liable  for  a  total  loss.  As  to  the  question  of  a 
partial  loss,  the  underwriters  had  paid  seven  per  cent,  into 
Court  to  meet  that  contingency,  and  he  would  submit  that 
it  was  amply  sufficient  to  cover  the  expense  of  stopping  the 
hole,  putting  in  a  new  plate,  or  repairing  the  rivets. 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — Supposing  the  jury  should  eventually 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  vessel  was  in  such  a  state 
that  it  was  necessary  either  that  she  should  be  hove  down 
in  Algoa  Bay  or  taken  to  Simon's  Bay  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain its  condition,  and  supposing  that,  with  a  due  regard 
to  the  safety  of  the  crew  and  ship,  Mr.  Lindsay  was  en- 
titled to  go  to  great  expense  to  avoid  a  total  loss,  but  has 
not  done  so,  can  he  claim  in  the  form  of  average  in  respect 
of  expenditure  which  he  might  have  undertaken  ?  It 
seems  to  me  a  novel  point.  A  ship  must  become  a  total 
wreck,  and  the  owner  must  abandon  her  unless  he  incurs 
certain  expenditure.  He  keeps  the  money  in  his  pocket 
and  goes  for  a  total  loss.  Suppose  the  answer  is  that  he 
ought  not  to  have  abandoned  the  ship,  can  he  claim  an 
amount  equal  to  the  expenditure  which  he  was  justified  in 
incurring  but  did  not  incur? 

Bovill  said  the  expenditure,  if  it  had  been  actually  in- 
curred, would  have  been  recoverable  under  the  labour  and 
trouble  clause,  but  as  not  incurred,  the  clause  would  never 
have  been  brought  into  operation. 

CoGKBURN,  C.  J. — I  shall  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
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The  juror  said  be  was  quite  determined  to  be  impartial.         1863. 

Sir  R.  Collier,  S.-G.,  said  he  should  have  no  objection  to      lindsat 
the  withdrawal  of  the  juror,  if  he  felt  that  his  continuance    ^^  Another 
in  the  box  involved  any  diflBculty  in  doing  his  duty.  Lbathuby. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  observed,  that  it  was  entirely  a  matter 
of  personal  feeling.  Indeed,  the  juror  now  could  not  law- 
fully be  withdrawn  without  his  own  consent,  and  that  of 
both  parties.  The  only  difficulty  might  be  this,  that  the 
juror  might  feel  so  anxious  not  to  be  supposed  partial,  that 
from  this  very  anxiety  he  might  really  be  deterred  from 
doing  his  duty,  and  unconsciously  do  injustice  to  the  side 
on  which  he  is  supposed  to  be  biassed. 

Sir  R,  Collier,  S.-G. — As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  if  the 
juror  had  rather  withdraw,  I  give  my  full  consent. 

BovilL — And  I  mine. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — It  may,  no  doubt,  be  unpleasant  to 
the  gentleman's  feelings  to  have  it  supposed  that,  after 
sitting  here  six  days,  hearing  the  whole  of  the  evidence  on 
both  sides,  he  is  not  in  a  position  to  discharge  his  duty  as 
a  juror;  but  it  rests  with  himself. 

The  juror  said  he  had  felt  all  through  the  greatest  deli- 
cacy, not  at  all  on  account  of  his  being  conscious  of  any 
bias  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  rather  lest,  from  his 
anxiety  to  be  impartial,  he  might  do  injustice  to  them. 
On  the  whole,  however,  he  thought  he  would  rather  with- 
draw. 

The  juror  accordingly  withdrew ;  and 

JBovill  proceeded  with  the  summing  up  for  the  defendant. 
— The  captain  might  have  deemed  it  prudent  for  the  interests 
of  the  owners  to  abandon  the  vessel.  That  was  the  only 
explanation  of  his  conduct  consistent  with  his  honesty,  and 
it  was  supported  by  his  own  letters.  To  repair  a  ship  in 
such  a  state  would  have  cost  so  much  that  the  captain 
might  have  deemed  it  for  the  interest  of  the  owners  to 
abandon  her.     But  it  did  not  follow  that  the  underwriters 
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1863.         were  liable.    They  could  only  be  liable  for  a  loss  caused 

^'^^>^^      by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  an  abandonment  rendered  ne- 
Lindsay  ,         ,  mi  i       •    i      ^       •  i 

and  Another    cessary  by  that  cause.     The  vessel  might  be  m  such  a 

Leat^hlbt.  ^^^  ^^^^  w®^^  ^"^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  render  it  for  the  interests  of 
the  owners  to  abandon  her;  but  that  would  not  justify  an 
abandonment  so  as  to  affect  the  underwriters.  The  only 
reliable  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the  rivets  was,  that  they 
were  "  worn."  There  had  been  no  condemnation  by  sur- 
veyors for  any  cause  at  all;  and  he  believed  it  was  the 
first  case  in  which  underwriters  had  been  sued  for  a  total 
loss  without  any  condemnation.  No  one,  said  the  captain 
himself,  advised  him  to  abandon  the  ship,  because  no  one 
was  asked  to  advise  him  about  it.  Either  he  took  care 
not  to  ask,  or,  if  he  had  any  advice  at  all  about  it,  it  was 
against  abandonment.  This  was  the  first  case  in  which  a 
vessel  of  great  value  had  been  abandoned  as  lost  while 
riding  at  anchor,  without  any  condemnation,  and  without 
any  advice.  The  question  was,  whether  the  abandonment 
was  justified  by  any  cause  arising  from  perils  of  the  seas  ? 
He  contended  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  to  justify 
such  an  abandonment  as  to  charge  the  underwriters ;  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  be  relied  on  of  anything  in  the 
state  of  the  rivets  which  might  not  have  been  caused  by 
natural  decay  or  wear  and  tear;  and  that  there  was 
nothing  to  render  an  abandonment  necessary,  although  it 
might  have  been  deemed  prudent  for  the  interest  of  the 
owners. 

Sir  R.  Collier,  S.-G.,  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffit, 
said,  the  great  question  was,  whether  the  injuries  sustained 
by  the  ship  were  the  result  of  sea  damage  or  of  ordinary 
wear  and  tear  ?  Now  the  underwriters,  at  first,  had  de- 
nied liability  at  all,  and  then  they  had  paid  into  Court. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said  he  understood  that  they  did  so 
upon  the  supposition  that  there  might  have  been  some 
damage  by  sea  peril,  but  not  sufficient  to  excuse  abandon- 
ment as  a  total  loss. 
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£ovill  said  the  payment  into  Court  did  not  admit  any 
liability  at  all  (a).  It  was  merely  by  way  of  security.  It 
did  not  admit  any  particular  damage  or  cause  of  damage — 
that  is,  a  hole  or  an  injury  to  rivets  or  plates;  but  merely 
supposing  there  was  any  sea  damage,  a  sum  was  paid  into 
Court  to  cover  it. 

Sir  jR.  Collier,  S.-G.,  said  the  underwriters,  no  doubt, 
now  denied  that  there  was  any  sea  damage  at  all. 

BovilL — Not  the  sea  damage  you  set  up. 

Sir  R.  Collier,  S.-G. — Nor  any  at  all,  as  I  understand. 
It  is  said  to  arise  from  the  wearing  out  of  the  plates,  and 
not  sea  damage  at  all. 

He  urged  that  if  the  captain  had  hove  the  vessel  down 
and  lost  her,  or  taken  her  to  Simon's  Bay,  and  lost  her, 
the  underwriters  would  have  defended  (6). 

(a)  Clearly  not      It  only  ad-      tion  multifarious  and  inconsistent 


mitted  a  partial  loss  arising  from 
some  cause  or  other,  to  the  amount 
paid  into  Court ;  'Perren  v.  The  Mon- 
mouthshire Railway  Company ^  II 
C.  B.  855.  It  is  only  if  the  de- 
claration is  specific  that  the  pay- 
ment into  Court  admits  the  cause  of 
action ;  Ibid.  And  the  allegation  of 
loss  is  divisible,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
can  recover  for  any  amount;  Ben- 
ton V.  Chapman,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  722; 
so  that  it  is,  in  effect,  like  an  inde- 
bUatus  count ;  vide  Lindsay  ▼. 
J^aM/ey,  Vol.  II.,  p.  697. 

The  bringing  of  money  into  Court 
generally,  under  a  declaration  con* 
taining  a  special  contract,  is  an 
admission  of  the  contract,  so  as  to 
supersede  the  necessity  of  the  plain- 
tiff's proving  it  at  the  trial,  the  only 
question  then  being  the  amount 
actually  due  under  the  contract 
And  though  it  admits  every  legal 
cause  of  action  stated,  yet  where 
the  plaintiff  alleges  in  his  declara- 
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facts,  as  the  grounds  for  one  and 
the  same  claim,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  apply  the  de- 
fendant's payment  into  Court  of  a 
sum  insufficient  to  meet  all  the 
demands  alleged,  as  evidence  to 
prove  such  one  of  the  plaintiff's 
claims  as  he  may  elect;  but  he 
must  prove  his  case  by  other  evi- 
dence of  the  fact. 

Tl)erefore,  in  an  action  to  recover 
a  subscription  from  an  underwriter, 
if  the  declaration  state  the  vessel  to 
have  been  stranded,  bulged,  da- 
maged and  wrecked,  and  money  be 
paid  into  Court  generally  thereon ; 
such  payment  cannot  be  applied  by 
the  plaintiff,  (who  offered  the  rule 
of  Court  as  evidence  of  the  loss,) 
as  an  admission  of  a  stranding 
only,  as  such  payment  might  apply 
to  any  other  loss ;  Everth  v.  Bell, 
1  Moore,  158;  7  Taunt  450. 

(6)  Not  successfully;  Dixon  v. 
Sadler,  5  M.  &  W.  405 ;  the  under- 
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With  a  criminal  intent.    And  by  the  policy,  if  the  captain        '863. 
were  guilty  of  barratry,  the  owners  must  recover,  for  the      lindsay 
underwriters  insure  against  barratry,  and  Another 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Barratry  as  against  the  owners,  not 
as  against  the  underwriters.  Here  the  captain  acted  for 
what  he  deemed  to  be  for  the  interest  of  the  owners ;  and 
how  could  that  be  barratry  as  against  them  ? 

BovilL — They  maintaining  as  against  the  underwriters 
that  the  ship  was  lost,  because  rightly  abandoned. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — You  see,  Mr.  Solicitor,  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  view  you  are  now  suggesting,  the  underwriters 
would  be  liable  anyhow, — that  is,  if  the  captain  rightly 
abandoned,  then  as  for  a  loss ;  if  wrongly  abandoned,  then 
because  of  barratry  (a).  Surely  that  cannot  be  ?  I  shall 
have  no  difficulty  in  laying  down  that  if  the  abandonment 
was  fraudulent  as  against  the  underwriters,  they  are  not 
liable.  If  it  is  fraudulent  as  against  the  underwriters  it  is 
not  barratry  so  as  to  render  them  liable  on  the  policy ;  and 
if  a  fraudulent  abandonment  would  be  barratry,  it  would 
not  be  barratry  as  against  them  to  render  them  liable. 

Sir  R.  Collier^  S.-G.,  urged,  that  if  Mr.  Lindsay  had  an 
interest  in  the  return  of  the  vessel,  then  the  fraudulent 
abandonment  would  be  barratry  as  against  the  owners, 
even  although  it  was  fraudulent  as  against  the  under- 
writers. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Mr.  Solicitor,  I  shall  leave  to  the 
jury  this  question — whether  the  captain,  as  between  him- 
self and  the  owners,  was  justified  in  abandoning  the  vessel ; 
that  is,  whether  they  could  have  sued  him  for  misconduct 
had  they  been  uninsured.     No  matter  what  his  motives 

(a)  Barratry  may  be  committed  that  is,  defrauded  the  ce-ownen — 

by  the  master  of  a  ship  who  is  part  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  loss  by 

owner ;  and  where  he  fraudulently  barratry  of  the  master,  and  came 

■old   ship   and  cai^o  and  applied  within  the  policy ;  Jonti  v.  Nickol- 

the   proceeds    to   kit  aum  ute —  son,  10  Exch.  Rep.  28. 
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were  liable.     He  went  on  to  contend,  however,  that  the 
abandonment  was  justifiable,  and  that  there  was  a  con- 
structive total  loss :  or,  at  all  events,  a  partial  loss  to  an 
extent  far  beyond  the  amount  paid  into  Court. 
The  trial  lasted  seven  days.     On  the  eighth,^ 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.  (to  the  jury).— There  is  one  point  upon 
which  I  agree  with  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  that  is, 
the  importance  of  this  case,  on  which  we  have  been  so 
long  engaged.  I  do  not  believe  that  a  more  important  case 
ever  occupied  the  attention  of  a  London  jury  since  the 
time  when  first  at  Guildhall  commercial  causes  were  tried, 
for  it  involves  a  question  of  the  deepest  importance,  not 
merely  to  the  interests  of  assurers  and  assured,  but  to  the 
whole  of  this  great  mercantile  community,  the  question  being 
whether,  under  such  circumstances  as  have  been  stated  in 
evidence,  the  master  of  a  merchant  vessel  may,  without 
making  any  effort  or  endeavour  to  save  her  without  commu- 
nicating with  his  underwriters,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  im- 
mediate peril  to  her,  abandon  her,  and  not  only  abandon 
her,  but  sell  her,  and  treat  her  as  absolutely  and  totally  lost* 

Now,  at  the  outset,  let  me  state  the  law  upon  the  sub- 
ject. The  plaintiffs  here  claim  in  respect  of  the  total  loss 
of  the  ship ;  but  the  ship  when  abandoned  was  still  a  ship. 
She  was  not  on  shore,  nor  wrecked,  nor  sunk.  She  re- 
mained as  much  a  ship  as  ever  she  had  been ;  and,  that 
being  so,  her  owners  cannot  claim  for  a  constructive  total 
loss,  except  under  one  of  two  conditions — that  the  vessel, 
being  unseaworthy,  required  repairs  which  were  either  im- 
possible at  the  place  where  she  was,  or  which  would  entail 
upon  them  an  expense  so  heavy  as  to  exceed  the  value  of 
the  ship  when  repaired.  Now,  the  case  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  here  is  not  the  latter  alternative;  but  the  former, 
that  the  repairs  were  utterly  impossible.  If  the  plaintiffs 
make  that  out  to  your  satisfaction,  then  you  will  have 
further  to  consider  whether  the  injuries  arose  from  the 
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is  not,  however,  necessary  to  enter  into  that  question,  for 
the  plaintiifs  do  not  say  that  they  are  entitled  to  recover 
upon  that  ground. 

But  the  Solicitor-General  contended  that  if  the  captain 
abandoned  the  vessel  from  a  desire  to  get  rid  of  his 
engagement,  that  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  owners,  and 
would  be  barratry  for  which  they  could  recover  against 
tlie  underwriters.  Conceding  that  for  the  present  to  be 
8o,  there  appears  to  be  no  evidence  that  in  fact  the  master 
has  been  guilty  of  such  fraud.  Still,  it  is  contended  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  he,  knowing  it  would  be 
for  the  interest  of  her  owners  to  abandon,  there  was  not 
that  energy  and  earnestness  on  his  part  which  there  other- 
wise would  have  been,  and  it  is  urged  that  he  knew  that  a 
large  sum  of  money  was  about  to  be  laid  out  upon  her, 
and  doubted  if  she  was  worth  it,  and  that  this  detracted 
from  his  anxiety  to  use  all  possible  exertions  to  save  her. 
And  when  we  are  inquiring  whether  he  has  exercised  a 
sound  and  honest  judgment  in  the  matter,  it  may  not  be 
unimportant  to  see  whether  he  has  shrunk  from  meeting 
the  difficulties  of  his  position,  whether  he  has  displayed 
timidity  and  hesitation,  and  want  of  that  energy  and 
courage  which  generally  distinguish  the  character  of  the 
master  mariners  of  our  country.  Without  imputing  to 
him  the  slightest  dereliction  of  duty  so  far  as  his  employers 
were  concerned,  you  have  to  consider  whether  he  did  all 
that  a  sense  of  duty  ought  to  have  required  from  him. 

Now  there  are,  gentlemen,  some  very  remarkable 
features  in  this  case— circumstances  which,  even  though 
there  are  no  grounds  to  suggest  sinister  or  improper  mo- 
tives, might  well  have  excited  suspicions  that  his  conduct 
had  not  been  honest. 

It  appears  that  almost  immediately  after  the  hole  was 
discovered,  and  before  anything  was  deemed  to  be  wrong 
in  the  state  of  the  rivets  and  plates,  the  captain  wrote 
home  to  his  owners,  indicating  his  impression  that  the 
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the  circumstances.     If  a  prudent  owner,  uninsured,  would         1863. 
have  abandoned  the  ship  under  such  circumstances,  then      ^'^^^^"^ 
the  abandonment  will  stand.      Before  you  come  to  that    and  Another 
conclusion  you  must  consider  the  state  of  the  vessel  as  she     leatulbt. 
lay  at  anchor  on  and  after  the  27th  December. 

There  are  two  causes  of  unseaworthiness  alleged — first, 
the  hole  in  the  plate;  and  secondly,  the  general  state  of 
the  plates  and  rivets.  It  is  necessary  to  consider  them 
distinctly. 

As  regards  the  hole,  no  doubt  it  made  the  vessel  unsea- 
worthy  until  repaired,  and  it  would  not  have  been  prudent 
or  proper  to  proceed  to  sea  without  its  being  repaired. 

Then  we  come  to  another  and  more  difRcuIt  question, 
as  to  the  state  of  the  plates  and  rivets.  This  is  material, 
not  only  as  ^o  unseaworthiness,  but  its  cause ;  and  whether 
it  was  sea  damage,  or  wear  and  tear.  Now,  as  to  the 
state  of  the  plates  and  rivets,  there  is  only  one  witness 
who  speaks  to  seeing  rivets  wrenched  or  plates  started ; 
though  the  captain  says  the  plates  were  ''apparently" 
started.  It  is  for  you  to  say,  upon  the  evidence,  whether 
you  are  satisfied  that  there  was  a  straining  of  the  steamer 
such  as  would  cause  the  rivet  heads  to  be  wrenched  and 
plates  loosened. 

Suppose  you  were  so  satisfied,  then  you  would  have  to 
consider  whether  the  unseaworthiness,  by  reason  of  the 
state  of  the  rivets  and  plates,  was  such  as  to  require  the 
vessel  to  be  hove  down.  This  again  depends  upon  the 
true  state  of  the  vessel.  If  there  was  all  this  straining 
and  wrenching  of  plates  and  rivets,  it  would,  of  course,  be 
proper  to  have  the  vessel  examined.  You  must,  I  should 
think,  be  satisfied  that  the  hole  could  have  been  repaired. 
If  that  were  all,  there  were  appliances  on  board  for  its 
repair — a  forge,  and  iron,  and  three  engineers ;  and  there 
is  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  repairable.  But  the  state  of 
the  rivets  and  plates  would  be  a  dilBTerent  matter ;  if  you 
were  satisfied  that  the  ship  was  unseaworthy  in  those 

▼OL.  111.  3  B  F.F. 


mmchiefi  such  as  would  m^ke 
tnin  nut  to  adventure  the  Hves 
of  hii  <^i*go  without  hating  ti 
to  aftcertiiiu  her  aUte, 

Here,  again,  the  question  d^ 
lieTC  to  iiave  been  the  appeamn 
prior  Uf  such  ex&miitaltou.  i 
thc^re  wa^  mi  absence  of  leiikag 
irigp  yet  that  the  rivets  were 
loosened  I  then  you  would  not 
have  been  justified  m  proceed iii 
On  the  other  hand,  if  you  thin] 
fttaitiog  of  the  rivets,  and  noi 
e:ii cited  reasonable  apprehensi^ 
diiog  to  justify  abandonment  or 
Now,  upon  that  pohit  there  ia 
which  you  must  form  your  jud 
with  thitj  tliat  no  one  ^ema  1 
bennive  at  the  time,  either  hah 
the  leak,  as  to  take  the  Iro 
whether  there  was  any  other 
pears^  the  vessel  remained  tighl 

It  i**  for  you  to  sny  whether  y< 
tial  to  iiubmit  the  vessel  to  a  furti 
iJteriisitive  (U  it  was  ij»pos^ibl 
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presented,  and  whether  they  were  or  were  not  such  as  to 
show,  or  to  raise  a  fair  presumption,  that  its  state  was 
such  as  to  render  further  examination  essential.  It  is  not 
every  idle  fear  that  may  fall  upon  the  mind  of  a. feeble  or 
timid  man  which  can  justify  him  in  throwing  away  a  vessel ; 
you  must  say  whether,  so  far  as  could  be  ascertained,  the 
state  of  the  vessel  was  such  as  to  show  general  unsea- 
worthiness, or  raise  such  a  reasonable  presumption  of  it  as 
to  render  it  essential  that  there  should  be  a  further  exami- 
nation of  the  vessel.  If  so,  what  was  it  the  duty  of  the 
captain  to  do  ? 

It  appears  that  in  Algoa  Bay  there  was  no  slip,  no  dock, 
no  means  available  to  heave  the  ship  down,  and  it  was 
said  that  the  vessel  could  not  be  hove  down  there.  That  is 
for  you  to  consider.  If  you  think  that,  considering  the  ex- 
pense and  risk,  it  would  not  be  desirable,  then  the  question 
would  still  remain  whether  the  only  alternative  was  en- 
tire abandonment.  That  is  the  great  question  for  you. 
The  great  difficulty  I  feel  in  the  case  is,  that  it  seemed  to 
be  considered  that  the  only  alternative  was  abandonment. 
It  was  said  there  was  a  chance  of  losing  the  vessel.  But 
even  if  so,  was  it  not  worth,  while  to  run  some  risk  to  save 
a  vessel  worth  17,000/.  ?  The  question  is,  whether,  as 
there  was  a  chance  of  saving  her,  and  the  only  alternative 
was  total  abandonment,  the  experiment  ought  not  to  have 
been  tried.  It  often  happens  that  it  is  foreseen  that  the 
amputation  of  a  limb  may  cause  the  loss  of  life.  But  if 
the  only  alternative  is  certain  death,  the  experiment  is 
tried.  Here  it  is  represented  that  the  only  other  alterna- 
tive was  total  constructive  loss*  Then  why  not  have  tried 
an  experiment  which,  at  the  utmost,  could  only  have 
caused  an  actual  total  loss,  and  migit  have  resulted  ia 
saving  of  the  vessel  7 

But  further,  why  was  the  captain  in  such  haste  to  aban- 
don? why  not  have  awaited  an  answer  from  the  under- 
writers ?    What  right  had  the  captain  to  sacrifice  the  vessel 
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worth  14,000/.  and  taken  200Z.  for  it,  and  that  would  have  1863. 
been  a  prudent  course  to  pursue — then  the  owners  are  , 
entitled  to  recover.  Or,  again,  if.  the  captain,  acting  on  and  Another 
behalf  of  uninsured  owners,  and  acting  as  he  did,  would  Leatulbt, 
be  justified  in  abandoning,  then  they  are  entitled  to 
recover.  But  if  an  uninsured  owner,  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinaiy  prudence,  would  not  have  acted  as  he  did,  or 
would  not  have  approved  his  so  acting,  then  they  are  not 
entitled  to  recover.  Now  ask  yourselves,  putting  your- 
selves in  the  position  of  uninsured  owners,  what  would  you 
have  done  under  the  circumstances?  Would  you  have 
abandoned  the  vessel  ?  Mr.  Lindsay  says  he  should  have 
done  so,  for  that  he  could  have  done  no  more.  He,  no 
doubt,  believes  so ;  but  from  long  experience  I  know  that 
the  infirmity  of  human  nature  easily  biasses  men's  minds ; 
and  the  question  is  not  whether  he  sincerely  thinks  he 
would  have  so  acted,  but  whether  you  are  satisfied  that  he 
would  have  done  so.  The  captain  admits  that  no  one  ad- 
vised him  to  abandon.  Mr.  Simpson  proposed  to  add  to 
his  report  a  recommendation  that  he  should  not  abandon 
without  consulting  the  owners.  Unhappily,  Mr.  Salmon 
interposed  and  prevented  that  most  salutary  advice;  which, 
had  it  been  given  and  taken,  would  no  doubt  have  saved 
us  all  this  litigation.  In  the  face  of  such  a  recommenda- 
tion the  captain  could  hardly  have  ventured  to  abandon. 
Unfortunately  Mr.  Salmon  interposed  to  prevent  it,  and 
you  will  consider  how  far  that  may  detract  from  the  value 
of  his  evidence.  It  was  the  most  unfortunate  incident  in 
the  history  of  this  case.  The  captain  had  no  advice  from 
any  one  to  abandon,  and,  though  he  could  have  had  an 
answer  from  London  in  two  months  or  ten  weeks,  he  did  not 
wait  for  it,  but  proceeded  not  only  to  abandon,  but  to  sell. 
Now,  even  supposing  he  was  justified  in  abandoning 
was  he  justified  in  selling?  The  captain  can  only  sell  sub- 
ject to  these  conditions — there  must  be  an  urgent  necessity; 
and  it  must  be  for  the  interest  of  the  parties.  Where  was 
the  urgent  necessity?    What  need  of  such  hurry  to  sell? 


necessary,  it  was  not  justified.    An 
there  might  be  no  bad  motive^  thei 
It  15  not  enough  that  the  captnin  e: 
iimnt.     lie  must  also  exercise  a 
that  it  is  rec|tiired  that  he  should 
be  mUtakeD.    So  might  the  owner 
the  qtieation  iSf  whetther^  under  the 
stances,  his  jndgaient  was  flirty 
and  whether  men  exercising  ordiiia 
Aold  th^t  vesseh     If  not,  then  the 
to  the  verdict* 

It  \^f  no  doubt,  important  that 
upheld ;  but  the  whole  system  of  ii 
lh«  largo  spbei^  of  our  commerc 
apou  good  faith.  And,  as  the  at 
vests  in  the  captain  of  a  merchai 
abused,  its  exercise  must  be  held  j 
dittous  which  the  law  prescribes, 
ixercise  a  judgnient  reasonably  sd 
fill  who  arc  concerned* 

Then,  as  to  the  other  part  of  the 
injuriea  arose  from  sea  damage  or 
the  theory  suggested  by  the  pjainti 

J(ll)  Ti>  «Ay  tbe  leaet|  tha  qucittoft      con^tf 
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piece  of  wreck,  was  tiegatived  by  some  of  their  own  wit- 
nesses, while  the  counter  theory  of  the  linderWrilers,  that 
the  bilge-watef  wore  the  rivets,  was  supported  by  sioine  of 
the  plaintiffs*  witnesses. 

Remember,  that  the  underwriters  do  kiot  itidufe  against 
all  loss  or  damage,  but  ohly  against  perild  of  the  sea,  thd 
sunken  rock,  the  dangerous  sand,  the  stortn  which  over- 
whelms, and  the  sea  which  swallows  up.  For  these  things 
they  are  liable,  but  not  for  natural  decay  fiitid  inevitable 
wear  and  tear.  All  things  human  wear  away  with  Use  and 
time,  and  the  unseaworthiness  which  entitles  the  owners 
to  recover  must  have  been  caused  by  perils  of  the 
sea. 

So  much,  then,  upon  the  question  whether  th6re  has 
been  a  constructive  total  losd.  Next,  as  to  the  question 
of  a  partial  loss  from  perils  of  the  seas  or  86a  damfiige. 
Mr.  Lindsay  says,  that  even  if  there  was  no  constructive 
total  loss,  and  his  captain  was  bound  to  have  taken  some 
of  the  courses  suggested  t6  save  the  vessel,  he  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  expenses  which  they  would  have  entailed, 
and  he  has  given  yoii  his  estimates  on  that  head.  I  own 
I  doubt  whether,  as,  in  fact,  he  did  not  take  any  of  those 
courses,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  such  expenses :  the  ex- 
penses of  measures  which  he  did  not  take.  But  that  point 
of  law  may  be  reserved. 

Taking  all  the  evidence  into  consideration,  you  £ire  now 
to  consider  the  question  thus  presented  to  yout  first,  as  to 
a  total  loss,  and  next,  as  to  a  partial  loss. 

The  great  question  is,  whether  the  captain  did  tightly  in 
abandoning  this  vessel,  and  still  more  in  selling  het*  with- 
out communicating  with  her  itisurers.  It  is  impossible  to 
exaggerate  the  importance  of  the  question^  fdr  the  reasons 
I  have  mentioned.  Every  man  who  sends  a  ship  to  dea 
places  her  in  the  power  of  her  captain,  and  the  captain  is 
bound  to  exercise  a  sound  as  well  as  an  honest  judgment. 
And,  in  this  case,  if  yOu  do  not  believe  that  he  did  so  in 


186S. 


LiNDBAT 

and  Ailodier 
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■ui^irvt  iTuuiu    1,1a vc    uuu^^^  wqq    tuc 

'bad  sustained r  ^^d  the  circumstj 

placed,  such  as  to  justify  the  rou 

Belling  lier?^ — No, 

Subordinate  questions  invoked 
L  Was  the  sl>ip  unseaworthy? 
(a.)  As  to  the  hole  in  plate  ? — "^ 
{L)  In  other  reapectSi  and  spec 

rivets  T — Yes, 
Ifso:— 
S,  Could  she  have  been  repatn 

be  fit  for  a  voyage  to  England  ? 
(a.)  As  to  the  holel — Yes* 
(4.)  If  necessary,  ns  to  the  rivei 

3,  If  the  ship  was  un  sea  worth] 
seaworthiness  was  ascertained^  cap 
was  there  a  reasonable  presumptic 
other  respects,  so  as  to  make  exte 
bottom  necessary  ? — Yes, 

4,  If  ^o,  was  heaving  down  the 

5,  If  ao,  ought  an  attempt  to  hi 
the  vessel  down  in  Algoa  Bay  ? — 1 

6,  If  the  ship  could  not  have  b 
Boy,  so  as  to  be  examined,  and^ 
ought  diving  apparatus  to  have  bet 
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Could  she  have  been  made  seaworthy  at  Algoa  Bay  for  1863. 

the  voyage  to  Simon's  Bay  ? — ^Yes.  Lindsay 

Could  she  have  been  protected  on  the  voyage  so  as  to  and  Another 

provide  for  the  safety  of  the  crew? — Yes,  by  convoy.  Leathlet. 

8.  If  all  these  questions  answered  in  favour  of  plainti£F— 
(a.)   Wets  abandonment  justified? — No. 

(&.)  Would  a  prudent  owner  uninsured  have  abandoned t 
—No. 

9.  Was  the  sale  justified  as  matter  of  urgent  necessity; 
from  inability  to  repair  and  proceed  on  the  voyage ;  and 
also  from  the  probability  of  still  further  loss  from  delay  to 
the  parties  interested  ? — No. 

Would  the  circumstances  have  properly  admitted  of 
delay  while  the  captain  communicated  with  the  under- 
writers ? — Yes. 

II.  Was  the  damage  (a)  either  to  the  plate  in  question, 
or  (&)  to  the  other  plates  and  rivets,  the  result  of  sea 
damage  ?  or  did  either  result  from  wear  and  tear  and  cor- 
rosion ? — Answer  as  to  both,  **  From  combined  effects  of 
wear  and  tear  and  sea  damage." 

III.  Is  the  amount  paid  into  Court,  7  per  cent,  suf- 
ficient to  make  good  the  partial  loss?  1.  As  to  the  injury 
actually  found  existing.  2.  As  to  the  expenditure  neces- 
sary for  heaving  down,  ejtamining,  and,  if  further  sea 
damage  ascertained,  repairing? 

If  not,  jury  to  say  how  much  more  would  cover  such 
partial  loss. 

When  the  jury  had  retired, 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  said,  there  was,  in  his  opinion,  such  an 
entire  absence  of  evidence  to  justify  the  selling  the  vessel 
that,  in  the  event  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  a  total 
loss,  he  must  reserve  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to 
reverse  it  on  that  point. 

The  jury,  after  a  long  deliberation,  came  into  Court, 
and  said  that  they  were  unable  to  agree  on  the  last  ques- 
tion— viz..  How  much  should  be  paid  by  defendants  for  a 
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1863.        partial  loss  in  addition  to  the  sum  already  paid  into  Court? 

^■^^^'^^^      They  stated,  also,  that  they  had  agreed  to  the  fact  that  the 

and  Another   Captain  should  not  have  abandoned   the  Tessel  without 

Leathlet.    communicating  with  the  underwriters.   They  had,  ui  svpra, 

howeter,  given  specific  answers  to  the  questions  submitted 

to  them,  and  they  were  requested  to  retire  again,  in  order 

to  reconsider  the  question  what  amount  the  plaintiffs  were 

entitled  to  for  a  partial  loss. 

Before,  however,  they  agreed  as  to  amount,  the  parties 

came  to  terms,  and,  ultimately, 

Jury  discharged  (o). 

(a)  Having,  as  the  reporter  un-      Court  The  terms  agreed  upon  were 
dentood,  agreed  to  a  verdict  for      very  much  to  the  same  result 
2fiOOLf  including  the  sum  paid  into 


Coram  Wightman,J* 
HARRINGTON  v.  BINN3. 


Londom 

SiUingim 

Easter  Terwu 

Prima  faeUf  it       a 

is  the  duty  of    A-CTION  against  an  attorney  for  neglect  of  duty  in  not 
anottomeywho    .      .  °  ,.       i       t      .      i      .      j    i.        , 

has  recovered    Bignmg  judgment  on  a  verdict  he  had  obtamed  for  the 

a  verdict  for  a      i   •    A-iT 
client,  a  plain-  plamtltt. 

tiff  in  an  ae-         fhe  declaration  set  forth  that  the  plaintiff  had  retained 

;  snd  the  defendant  ag  an   attorney  on  hpr  behalf. 
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2.  That  the  defendant  did  not  neglect  to  issue  exe«        1863. 
cution.  „  >-^/-^^ 

Harringtok 
O^Srierif  Serjt.,  and  WooHett,  for  the  plaintiflP.  Binh*. 

Ribton  (with  him  Shee^  Serjt.)  for  the  defendant. 

In  September,  1861,  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  now  de«* 
fendant's  attorney,  and  asked  him  to  bring  an  action  for 
her  against  Marks,  a  fringe  manufacturer,  for  breach  of 
promise  of  marriage;  telling  him  at  the  same  time  that 
she  had  no  money.  He  undertook  to  bring  the  action* 
and  it  came  on  for  trial  in  the  sitting  after  Trinity  Term, 
1862,  when  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  lOOZ.  About  a  fortnight  afterwards  she  went 
to  the  now  defendant,  and  asked  him  when  she  should 
have  her  money,  saying  that  she  wanted  it.  He  said  he 
had  not  yet  brought  Marks  to  book,  and  desired  her  to 
wait  a  little  while*  When  she  called  again  he  said 
she  must  not  be  impatient,  that  perhaps  Marks  might 
become  insolvent,  and  that  he  would  see  if  he  could  get 
him  to  take  time  and  pay  by  instalments.  She  said  she 
understood  the  damages  were  accorded  to  be  paid  as  one 
entire  sum,  and  asked  why  he  could  not  be  compelled  so 
to  pay.  He  said  it  was  his  business,  and  not  hers ;  and 
it  came  out  that  he  had  seen  Marks  himself  about  it.  She 
called  again  after  some  time,  when  he  said  that  if  she 
could  get  him  25Z.  he  would  issue  execution.  She  said 
she  could  not  raise  any  money  for  costs,  and  had  told 
him  so  from  the  first.  She  had  not  been  able  to  get 
execution  issued ;  and  Marks  was  still  carrying  on  busi* 
ness. 

Ribton  submitted  that  there  was  no  case  ;  but 

WiQHTMAN,  J.,  thought  there  was.  Primdfacief  it  was 
the  duty  of  an  attorney  to  issue  execution,  especially  when 
he  knew  from  the  first  his  client  was  poor,  and  in  want  of 
money.  And  here  there  had  been  repeated  applications 
and  requests  to  him  to  do  so. 

The  defendant  was  called,  and  stated  that  he  had  made 


in  the  shop,  and  very  little  busi 
Evidence  to  negative  the  possessi 
of  goods  and  ehatteb,  or  other  p 

WiGHTMAK,  J,,  said  that  wt 
made  out,  and  for  that  purpoie  i 
were  of  main  importunce. 

It  was  stated  by  tlie  defendai 
DQt  of  pocket  to  the  amount  of 
that  coungers  fees  were  not  paid 
the  sutu  of  35/,,  which  he  had 
of  issuiny;  execution^  had  been  c 
out  of  pocket.  The  cost  of  sigi 
GJceculioQi  it  appeared^  would  on 

JRibhn  raised  the  question,  ^ 
bound  to  proceed  with  an  ac 
demand^  declined  to  furnish  hi 
but 

Woolktt  said  that  was  not  ft 
been  told  from  the  first  that  hid 
can  find  none  for  conts^  and  ha 
thai  understanding. 

WiQHTMAN,  J,,  saidj  howeve 
attorney's  right  to  demand  the 
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Hibton  urged  to  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  of        1863. 


Harrington 


negligence  or  damage* 

O'Brien,  Serjt.,  in  reply,  urged  that  there  was  strong  binns. 
evidence  of  collusion  between  the  plaintiflf's  attorney  and 
the  judgment  debtor,  or,  at  all  events,  of  a  want  of  good 
faith,  and  of  due  attention  to  bis  duty  as  such  attorney. 
It  could  not  be  pretended  that  the  attorney  for  a  judgment 
creditor  could  bon&Jide  be  so  easily  satisfied  that  it  would 
be  of  no  use  to  issue  execution.  It  did  not  appear  that 
there  were  no  goods,  and  as  there  was  a  business  and  a 
shop,  it  must  be  presumed  that  there  were. 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  general 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  circumstances  was  always 
given.  And  even  if  there  were  an  insolvency,  it  by  no 
means  followed  that  the  judgment  creditor  would  lose  all. 
But  if  the  debtor  had  been  pressed  by  an  execution,  he 
or  his  friends  might  very  probably  have  raised  the  money, 
whereas,  as  it  was,  the  plaintiff  had  practically  been  de- 
prived of  her  remedy. 

WiQHTMAN,  J.,  said  he  doubted  if  there  was  any  evi- 
dence of  negligence;  and  should  reserve  the  question.  (To 
the  jury.)  Do  you  consider  that  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
judiced or  damnified  by  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to 
sign  judgment  and  issue  execution?  If  so,  to  what  amount  ? 
That  is,  how  much,  if  anything,  was  she  the  worse  for 
execution  not  having  been  issued  ? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  100/.  (a). 

(a)  The  Court  granted  a  rule  as  eitber  deemed  to  be  a  question  of 

against  evidence,  wbich  was  made  law  (thinking  that  there  was  no 

absolute.     It  should  seem  that  the  evidence),  or  to  depend  upon  the 

direction  to  the  jury  was  right,  and  finding  of  the  jury  as  to  whether 

that,  in  effect,  it  was  that  they  must  the  plaintiff  was  prejudiced.     For, 

be  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  as  the  attorney  knew  all  that  the 

prejudiced  by  the  not  issuing  of  plaintiff  proved,  and  was  not  proved 

execution,  even  assuming  that  there  to  have  known  anything  more,  and 

was  negligence  in  not  issuing  exe-  if  the  jury  thought  that,  on  what  he 

cntton,  which  the  learned  Judge  knew,  his  client  was  prejudiced  by 
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in  mert^nliU 

the  ci^y  of 
Lorutofit  ith&f^ 
"motith** 
SDtfimei  **  01- 

ivhcrc  an  VftUt 
Agftted  Iq  cn* 
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Court  of  Common  PleaSf  Wesif 

TURIVER  V.  B. 

XjIlS  was  ELD  action  broughl 
publisher  at  Newcastle-on*Tjne| 
fingraver  in  London,  for  a  brei 
tract:— "I  (the  defendant)  agn 
Turner  the  picture  of  the  death 
Wallace  J  for  the  sum  of  440  gu 
graving  to  be  twenty-four  inchei 
portlod,  to  be  engraved  on  steeli 
engrave  the  plate  ia  twenty *one 
the  receipt  of  the  picture,  havii 
an  accepted  equivalent,  of  which 
my  possession  at  intervals^  as 
ourselves,  for  fourteen  months.'* 
that  the  engraving  was  not  tini&b 
from  tlie  date  of  the  receipt  of  th€ 
whereby  the  plaintiff'  tost  to  a  Itii 
engraving,  and   suffered   other 
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The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  picture  had  not  been         ^863. 
fourteen  months  in  his^  possession  from  the  date  of  its 
receipt  by  him,  before  the  twenty-one  months  had  ex-^ 
pired, 

Manisiy,  Q.  C,  and  Hall,  for  the  plaintiffs 

Edward  James,  Q.C.,  and  Hodgson,  for  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  the  picture,  which  excited  much  ad- 
miration at  the  Manchester  Art  Exhibition  of  1857^  waa 
first  delivered  to  the  defendant  on  the  4th  of  May,  1859; 
it  was  taken  away  the  same  day,  being  required  to  be 
produced  in  a  trial  about  it  in  Dublin.     It  was  again 
delivered  to  the   defendant    on   the    13th  of  May,  and 
remained  with  him  several  days,  and  was  again  removed 
by  the  plaintiff,  who  wanted  it     It  was  returned  again  to 
the  defendant  on  the  17th  of  June,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  following  twenty-one  months  was  removed  and  re** 
turned  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  and  detained  for  various  periods.     Shortly  before 
and   after   the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one   months,  it 
remained  continuously  with  tlie  defendant  until  he  had 
completed  the  engraving,  which  was  not  until  the  early  part 
of  1862.    The  plaintiff's  contest  was  to  make  the  first  de« 
livery  of  the  picture  date  from  the  I7th  of  June,  1859,  as 
the   first  practical    delivery   affording  the  defendant  a» 
opportunity  of  working  at  it,  as  that  gave  a  longer  period 
of   possession   of  the  picture   to  the   defendant    within 
twenty-one  months  from  that  date,  or  more  than  fourteen 
months,  which  would  establish  the  plaintiff's  case,  as  the 
engraving  at  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  months 
from  the  17th  of  June  was  not  finished.     The  defendant's 
contest  was,  first,  that  the  word  ''  months"  in  the  contract 
meant   'Munar  months,"   and    not   '^  calendar  months." 
That  fourteen  lunar  months  amounted  to  392  days.    That 
taking  ^*  the  date  of  the  receipt  of  the  picture  "  to  be  the 
4tb  of  May,  1859,  then  within  the  succeeding  tweniy^on^ 
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months,  the  picture  had  only  been  383  days  in  the  de- 
fendant's possession,  deducting  the  times  when  the  plain- 
tiflF  removed  it  away  ;  and  assuming  that  the  day  when  it 
was  first  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the  day  when  it 
was  sent  away,  were  to  be  excluded  from  the  calculation. 
If  both  those  days  were  to  be  computed,  then  the  picture 
had  been  385  days  in  the  defendant's  possession  in  the 
twenty-one  months,  or  seven  days  less  than  fourteen 
months,  and  the  condition  precedent  on  the  fulfilment  of 
which  the  defendant  was  to  perform  bis  part  of  the  con- 
tract had  not  been  fulfilled  by  the  plaintiff.  On  the 
aaaumption  that  the  picture  was  delivered  to  defendant  on 
the  8th,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant,  however  the 
days  of  receipt  and  delivery  of  the  picture  were  computed. 
In  support  of  this  conclusion,  the  defendant  swore  that 
daring  the  few  hours  which  he  had  the  picture  on  the 
4th  of  May,  before  it  was  removed,  he  looked  at  it  and 
studied  it  with  reference  to  the  engraving  which  he  was 
about  to  do,  but  did  no  other  work.  For  the  defendant 
it  was  contended  that  this  was  part  of  the  intellectual 
work  of  an  artist,  which  he  had  to  perform  before  he  set 
about  the  manual  work  of  engraving  it.  Assuming  that 
the  jury  should  not  consider  that  the  picture  was  **  re- 
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be  two  days  less  than  fourteen  lunar  months.  It  was  1863. 
admitted  that  if  the  17th  of  June  was  to  be  taken  as  the 
date  of  the  receipt  of  the  picture  by  the  defendant,  that  he 
bad  no  defence  to  the  action.  For  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of 
the  latter  view,  an  answer  of  the  defendant  to  an  interrogatory 
whether  the  17th  of  June  was  not  the  first  day  of  his  receipt 
of  the  picture,  to  which  the  defendant  answered  in  the  affirma- 
tive, was  insisted  upon  to  be  conclusive.  The  defendant, 
however,  when  in  the  witness  box,  said  he  gave  that  answer 
to  the  suggestion  of  the  plaintiff,  believing  at  the  time  that  it 
was  correct,  and  not  knowing  that  he  had  any  evidence  to 
the  contrary ;  but  he  had  since  found  in  his  diary,  which 
he  produced,  entries  showing  the  receipt  of  the  picture,  on 
the  4th  and  the  13th  of  May,  under  the  circumstances 
described,  and  their  entries  had  brought  to  his  recollection 
what  the  facts  were. 

James  (to  the  jury)  contended,  that  "months"  must  be 
taken  to  mean  "  lunar  months''  in  the  contract,  other- 
wise how  could  the  defendant  compute  the  fourteen  months 
at  all  during  which  he  was  to  have  possession  of  the  pic- 
ture, seeing  that  his  possession  was  not  to  be  continuous, 
and  that  calendar  months  were  of  unequal  duration.  He 
referred  the  Court  to  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Margetson  (a). 

Erlb,  C.  J. — I  shall  hold  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"month"  in  the  contract  to  be  "lunar  month,"  and  ask 
the  jury  to  decide  on  the  assumption  of  its  being  lunar 
month,  and  give  Mr.  Manisty  leave  to  move.  The  law  in 
all  cases,  not  mercantile  transactions,  in  the  city  of  London, 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  month,  meant  "lunar 
month."  In  all  mercantile  transactions  in  the  city  of 
London  a  month  means  "  calendar"  month.    But  that  is 

(a)  17L.  J.,Q.  B.  81,  in  wbich  and  the  Court  held   that  unless 

a  new  trial  was  granted  because  the  there  was  some  evidence  to  show 

Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  that    calendar   months    were    in- 

whether  '<  lunar  "  or  ''  calendar  "  tended,  the  Judge  must  hold  them 

months  was  meant  in  a  contract,  to  be  "  lunar**  months. 

jrOL.  III.  3  8  F.F. 


i^-^f^  -^Ifl 


SITTINGS-COMMON  PLEAS.  951 


Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Guildliall,  coram  Erie,  C.  J. 


1863. 


London 


DANTRA  V.  STIEBEL.  tal^Ls 

jolCTION  by  a  Hindoo  merchant,  residing  and  carrying  The  defendant, 
on  business  at  Bombay,  against  his  agent  and  correspond-  agent  of 
cnt  in  this  country,  for  a  breach  of  duty  in  improperly,  Par^e  mer-  * 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  transferring  certain  shares  of  chant  at  Bom- 

\  ...  ''**y»  having  a 

bis  principal,  the  plaintiff,  to  his  own  use.  claim  against 

The  declaration  stated,  that  in  consideration  that  the  a  debt,  not 

plaintiff  would  constitute  and  appoint  the  defendant  his  pJS^y'fo;^'* 

true  and  lawful  attorney,  to  sell,  assign  and  transfer  in  his  liquidated  de- 

.  /.       .  .   .  mand  on  a 

name,  and  grant  receipts   for  interest  or  dividends  due  guarantee, 
upon  certain  shares  then  standing  in  the  name  of  the  puted,  wrong!" 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  feJi^^^j*"^" 
would  faithfully  follow  his  instructions,  and  would  transfer  himself  certain 
the  said  shares  and  receive  the  said  interest  and  dividends,  plaintiff's, 
to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  as  the  true  and  abso-  o^ltLraeyrS 
lute  owner  of  the  said  shares.  satisfaction  of 

his  supposed 
Averment :  that  the  plaintiff  did  constitute  and  appoint  claim.   The 

the  defendant  his  attorney,  and  for  the  said  purposes  and  £im"for  the^ 

on  the  said  conditions  the  defendant  then  accepted  such  *f"P*'°Pj''?"°"' 

appointment  (a).  defendant 

Breach  :  that  the  defendant,  contrary  to  his  promise  and  tion'to  re-cover' 
duty,  assigned  and  transferred  the  said  shares  from  the  ciaim-^tuJ^had 
name  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defend*  °®^  '"^^  ^"7 

,  ,     ,  attempts  at 

ant,  and  so  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  the  dividends  thereon  Bombay  to 
and  the  benefit  thereof.  3^^  thatTe'' 

Pleas:  1.  Denying  the  promise.  dAwto^ro*"* 

2.  Denying  the  appointment  for  the  purpose  and  on  the  ceed  without 

.,  J..         ,..  such  service, 

Baid  conditions  {p).  or  by  serving 

(a)  Not  saying   «  on  the  said      been  amended,  and  it  was  included  to  stay^the"^' 
conditions;"    ^i^rr^,  whether    the      in  the  traverse.  plaintiff 's  ac- 

word  "such"  sufficiently  implied  (6)   Videtupra.  *\°°=  andA^W, 

this  ?  But  no  doubt  it  would  have  gudJ  action  the 

plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  fbll  value  of  the  shares. 

382 


The  defendant  was  a  membei 
Co.,  merchants  in  London,  an< 
correspondent  of  the  plaintiff  tl 
directed  to  them  by  the  plaintiff 

In  1859,  the  plaintiff^  purchas< 
firm,  some  shares  in  the  Oriental 
Company,  and  the  certificates  v 
tiff,  with  a  blank  form  of  pow 
plaintiff*  executed  and  returned. 

The  power  of  attorney  ran  thi 

"  I,  Pestoiijcc  Dantra,  being  a  share 
the  Oriental  Inland  Steam  Navigation 
and  appoint  S.  Stiebel  my  true  and  la 
behalf,  and  in  my  name  to  sell,  assigr 
pertons  whomsoever,  and  to  receive  and 
rest  and  dividends  due  or  to  become  d 
shares,"  &c 

The  defendant,  on  receiving  t 
to  the  plaintiff*  blank  forms  of  ti 
but  he  in  reply  wrote  back  that 
to  any  one.  The  defendant  wro 
transfer  were  only  in  case  the  pi 
desire  to  transfer,  and  would  1 
Bhares  were  standing  in  his  nai 
tendin&r  to  sell  retained  the  t 
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value  oFtbe  shares,  which  he  brought  an  action  to  recover,         1863, 
transferred  them  to  some  one  for  his  own  use  and  benefit, 
executing  transfers  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  under  the 
power  of  attorney.    The  dispute  arose  in  this  way. 

It  appeared  from  the  letters  and  the  aflSdavit  of  defendant 
on  an  application  in  this  action,  that  the  plaintiff  procured 
goods  to  be  consigned  to  the  defendant's  firm  on  commis* 
sion,  they  accepting  bills  by  way  of  advance  upon  the 
expected  proceeds.  The  question  was,  whether,  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  course  of  business  between  them,  if  any 
loss  arose,  through  the  proceeds  not  being  equal  to  the 
amount  of  advances,  the  defendants  were  liable. 

In  April,  1861,  the  plaintiff,  through  a  native  broker 
at  Bombay,  made  an  advance  to  a  native  merchant  named 
Tiruthdas,  on  a  consignment  of  288  bags  of  saltpetre,  the 
advance  being  10  rupees,  IZ.  per  bag.  And  at  the  same 
time  advanced  to  another  firm  of  native  merchants  400/. 
on  a  consignment  of  20  bales  of  hides.  Tiruthdas  drew  a 
bill  for  228/.  in  respect  of  the  saltpetre,  the  other  firm 
drew  a  bill  for  400Z.  in  respect  of  the  hides,  and  the  plain- 
tiff discounted  both  bills  on  the  Agra  bank.  He  then 
consigned  the  saltpetre  and  the  hides  to  the  defendant's 
firm,  and  they  in  June,  1861,  wrote  back  to  the  plaintiff, 
declining  to  accept  bills  for  these  consignments  : — 

**  Unless  we  bave  your  full  and  entire  guarantee  that  the  amount  bo 
drawn  does  not  exceed  three-fourths  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  goods 
(which  your  friends  and  native  merchants  know  well  how  to  calculate), 
or  they  must  give  us  orders  to  send  them  out  goods,  or  cash  remittances 
for  them.** 

At  the  end  of  June,  1861,  the  plaintiff  wrote  back  to  the 
defendant's  firm : — 

«  I  beg  you  to  honour  the  bills  and  insure  the  saltpetre.  To  relieve 
you  from  fear  of  losing  your  money  I  guarantee  the  tamty  provided  you 
will  accept  both  the  dishonoured  bills,  and  supply  me  with  the  proper 
dociMnents,"  &c. 

In  July  the  defendant's  firm  accepted  the  bill  for  the 
saltpetre  and  insured  it;  and/  ib  August,  wrote  to  the 
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ceedings  in  this  action.    The  application  was  supported 
by  the  following  affidavit  of  the  defendant : — 

<*  The  plaintiff  is  indebted  to  my  firm  (a)  in  the  sum  of  352/.  upon  an 
account  current ;  and  I  have  commenced  an  action  in  the  Court  (6)  to 
recover  the  amount  of  such  balance ;  but  by  reason  of  his  being 


1863. 


T.  Innes,  7  Bing.  329 ;  Sheehy  r. 
Ilie  Pro/enional  Lift  ln$urance 
Company^  13  C.  B.  787.  But  un- 
less there  have  been  such  rea- 
sonable efforts,  and  the  writ  has 
been  brought  to  the  knowledge  of 
defendant,  (except  in  case  of  wilful 
evasion,  which  of  course  cannot 
apply  to  a  case  where  his  ordinary 
residence  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction ; 
and  indeed  it  may  be  doubtful 
whether  the  section  was  meant  to 
apply  in  such  a  case,)  the  enact- 
ment has  no  application.  And 
even  if  it  has,  it  must  be  shown 
that  there  was  a  cause  of  action  which 
aroee  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  a 
breach  of  a  contract  made  within  it 
And  although  mere  debts  follow 
the  person  of  the  creditor,  yet 
they  do  not  the  less  arise  where  the 
transaction  took  place,  and  even  if 
the  defendants  counter  claim,  so 
far  as  it  waa  a  matter  of  debt, 
probably  arose  in  this  country,  it 
would  be  otherwise  with  the  lia- 
bility (assuming  that  there  was 
any)  on  the  supposed  guarantee, 
which  was  a  contract  made  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  for  it  is  a  unilateral 
contract  (FttAmoagerf'  Company  ▼. 
RobertMon^  5  M.  &  G.  131),  on 
which  the  liability  arises  by  virtue 
of  the  written  undertaking;  and 
that  of  course  takes  effect  when 
signed  and  sent ;  for,  supposing  the 
defendant  had  been  informed  of  it 
by  electric  telegraph,  and  then 
accepted  a  bill  on  the  faith  of  it  a 


month  before  he  had  it,  the  lia- 
bility would  have  become  consum- 
mated. It  has  been  held,  that  a 
contract  is  complete  upon  the 
posting  by  one  party  of  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  other,  accepting 
the  terms  offered  by  the  latter,  not* 
withstanding  such  letter  never 
reaches  its  destination ;  Duncan  v. 
Topham,  8  C.  B.  225.  Assuming, 
however,  that  there  was  a  liability  on 
the  guarantee,  and  even  supposing 
that  it  could  be  deemed  to  have 
been  made  in  this  country,  as  to 
which,  see  the  judgment  of  Cole- 
RiDOR,  J.,in  Wil(k  v.  Sheridan,  21 
L.  J.,  Q.  a  261  i  see  also  In  re 
WaUh,  1  £.  &  B.  383 ;  and  Gloter 
V.  Persigny,  Q.  B.  T.  T.  1863,  then 
it  would  be  necessary,  if  reasonably 
possible,  to  effect  personal  service 
in  Bombay,  and  send  or  employ 
some  one  there  to  attempt  it; 
White  V.  Brett,  28  L.  J.,  Exch.  32. 
Even  in  equity,  the  authority  of 
the  Court  to  order  service  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  is  entirely  discretionary ; 
Innes  v.  Mitchell,  4  Drew.  141. 

(a)  So  that  the  claims  even  of 
both  debts  were  not  mutual  and 
could  not  be  set  off,  nor  did  they 
arise  out  of  the  same  transaction ; 
so,  semble,  there  was  no  equity  for 
interference. 

(6)  Thus,  therefore,  so  &r,  the 
case  was  brought  within  the  equi- 
table jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  sup- 
posing there  bad  beea  any  ground 
for  it. 


of  ntt^mey  m  this  countiy,  and 
■uUif>rlx4'd*     Nil  &4^tt1^m«at  hus  been  core 
lo  recovrr  money  from  me  in  hb  actloai  l* 
In  Botulwy'^c/)* 

Upon  this  affidavit  it  was  asta 
in  the  ciX)ss*action  might  be  per 
or  Dantra  in  this  count ry,  or  thu 
fiction  (<^)  mi^ht  be  stayed  until 
abroad. 

The  learned  Judg€,  Keating^  J 
had  no  pofver  to  accede  to  the  ap 
therefore  dismissed  with  costs. 

In  the  present  action  the  letten 
Viera  put  tu^  and  the  transfer  fa 

(a)  As  to  BO  miichy   ther^forfi,  toni 

there  was  a  debt,  but  a  debt  due  to  is   i 

tlie  Jirm^  not  the  now  defeudant ;  timi 

mde  iujirQ.  (^ 

(^}   VidtunH*    This  wuf  a  claim  pon 

mordy    on    a  guiirante«t    wlneh,  this 

thoitgh  a  liquid Ated  demand »  b  not  scth 

A  d^hi^  Vid§ 

(r)  And  no  doubt  by  the  gcrteral  a  hi 

Jurittdktioi)  of  tb^  Court,  cither  at  here 

1a w  or  equity,  vab^tituted  aervice  ami 
may  be  allowed  upon  such  agents  in 
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This  was  the  plaintiff's  case;  and  he  had  not  been 
examined  by  commission  or  mandamus  in  India^  nor  was 
he  called  as  a  witness.  The  counsel  claimed  to  recover 
the  full  value  of  the  shares  (a)^  without  deducting  any 
cross-claims. 

JBovill  raised  various  objections  as  to  the  damages  re- 
coverable^  insisting  that  only  nominal  damages  were  re- 
coverable. 

EnLBy  C.  J.,  overruled  the  objections,  and  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value  -,  and  there 
being  no  defence, 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  376/.  (J). 


1863. 


(a)  As  to  this,  qtiaret  the  action 
being  in  contract  though  not  in 
debt.  The  plaintiff  did  not  put  it 
as  a  tortf  but  only  a  breach  of  con- 
tract If  he  had  sued  in  debt 
there  might  hare  been  a  set-off; 
and  suing  in  contract  it  might  be  a 
question  whether  there  might  not 
be  a  deduction  or  abatement  of 
damages. 

(6)  It  is  a  principle  of  procedure 
that  each  of  the  Superior  Courts 
has  an  unlimited  power  over  its  own 
process  to  prevent  abuse;  Cham' 
berlain  y.  Creent  9  M.  &  W.  760; 
and  an  equitable  jurisdiction  over 
proceedings  in  such  Court.  But 
then  it  is  also  a  principle  of  equity 
that  a  man  must  pursue  his  legal 
remedy  to  the  utmost;  aud  so  a 
judgment  creditor  must  sue  out  an 
elegit  before  he  can  take  equitable 
proceedings  on  the  judgment; 
Smith  y.  Hurst,  22  L.  J.,  Ch.  289. 
Andy  on  the  same  principle,  when  a 
man  has  a  remedy  by  action,  and 
no  diflBculty  in  its  way,  he  can 
hardly  have  an  equity.  Here  there 
was  no  difficulty^  so  far  as  appeared, 


in  serving  the  plaintiff  at  Bombay, 
and  as  he  resided  abroad  and  was 
not  an  Englishman,  although  a 
British  subject,  it  is  doubtful  whe- 
ther a  Court  of  Equity  would  have 
allowed  substituted  service,  and  the 
course  would  be  to  allow  service  in 
India ;  Thomas  v.  Cotsworthfl  4  Beav. 
208;  Manchester  Company  v.  How, 
22  L.  J.,  Ch.  1044;  Forster  r. 
MenMies,  16  Beav.  568;  Scott  v. 
W heeler ,  13  Beav.  239;  unless  the 
proceedings  were  on  a  suit  on  which 
he  had  already  been  duly  served, 
or,  at  all  events,  arose  out  of  the 
same  matter.  Now,  here  it  was  not 
so,  and  the  case  neither  came  within 
the  equity  of  set-off,  the  debts  not 
being  mutual,  and  there  being  no 
set-off  as  to  claims  for  damage ; 
( Rawson  v.  Samuel,  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  161 ; 
Freeman  v.  Lomas,  9  Hare,  109) ; 
and  the  case,  for  the  same  reason, 
not  coming  within  the  equitable 
principle  of  circuity  of  action; 
{Charles  v.  Alton,  15  C.  B.  46;) 
nor  the  common  law  principle  of 
deduction  or  mitigation  of  damages; 
Bartlett  v.  Holmes,  13  C.  B.  630. 
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jmditmm  REED  V.  FAIl 

Trinity  f4m.   This  was  an  action  to  recover  i 

A  party  to  th«         ^     ^ 

«susf?, about  (o   mission  lor  obtaining  a  loan  of  7,( 
own  nccotint,  ^ o^  *^^se  WAS  only  interesting  fn 

h=iBtio  right  ta  ^11     |j    ^fj    learned  Baron  of  a  n 

conduct  motief        J'     J 

whTtTs^^  Lush  and  /.  C,  JI/a<M*^  for  th 

other  sidef    *        W,  G,  HarrUon  for  the  defend 

It  became  necessary,  in  order  t^ 

been  authoria^d  by  the  defendan 

and  examine  him  as  the  plaintiflP'e 

The  defendant  refused  to  be  aw 

of  his  attending  the  Assizes  for  q 

travelling  expenses  from  Newcast 

plain tif}'.     It  appeared  that  the  d 

poDnaed  by  the  plamtiflF's  attamej 

log  to  the  ordinary  rule>  he  waa 

expenses  before  he  could  be  rec 

Upon  the  objection  being  taken,  o 

of  saving  the  defendant  from  beinj 

Matthew  contended,  that  the  t 
parly  to  the  cansPr  who  was  pr^ 
purpose  of  his  defence,  and  not  wk 
t^ibe  plaintiff. 
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m  London,  on  his  way  to  Croydon  from  Newcastle,  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  trial.  Upon  this  the  learned 
Baron  directed  that  the  witness  should  be  sworn  and 
examined. 

After  his  examination  had  proceeded  for  a  little  time^ 
the  learned  Baron  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  diffi- 
culties in  the  plaintifTs  way  were  insuperable,  but  suggested 
that  some  arrangement  should  be  made. 

Ultimately,  the  plaintiff  submitted  to  be  nonsuited  on 
terms. 


1863. 


Reed 

V. 

Fairless. 


Co^irt  of  Exchequer^  Guildhall^  coram  Martin^  B. 
RUCKER  AND  ANOTHER  V.  LUNT. 

J3.CTI0N  for  commission  and  money  paid. 
Plea :  payment  into  Court 

Hon.  O.  Denman,  Q.C.,  and  Charles  Pollock  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Mellish,  Q.C.,  and  Milward  for  the  defendant 
The  plaintiffs  are  ship  and  insurance  brokers  in  the  city, 
and  the  defendant  is  the  master  and  part  owner  of  a  ship 
called  the  George  Griswold,  which  had  been  chartered  by 
the  Peruvian  Government  to  bring  a  cargo  of  guano  from 
Callao.  The  charter-party  contained  a  clause  to  the  effect 
that  insurance  of  the  cargo  against  war  risk  was  to  be 
effected  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  to  be  repaid  ^Hbe 
amount  of  premium  and  duty  in  cash,"  on  completion  of 
the  insurance.  The  insurance  was  completed  by  them, 
and  the  present  action  was  brought  for  137/.  10<,  2d.f 
which  was  the  amount  of  premium  mentioned  in  the  policy 
and  the  duty.  The  defendant  paid  125/.  1$.  4d.  into 
Court,  and  contended  that  he  was  not  further  liable,  be- 
cause the  sum  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  included,  in  addi- 
tion to  their  charge  for  brokerage,  a  sum  of  10  per  cent. 


L<mdom 

Sitiingt, 

Trinity  Term. 

In  an  action 
by  insurance 
brokers  to  re- 
cover their 
commission, 
evidence  ad- 
mitted of  a 
custom  for  the 
broker  to  be 
allowed  dis- 
count by  the 
underwriters, 
and  to  retain 
it  as  against 
their  em- 
ployers, the 
insurers. 
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Judges^  Chambers^  coram  Crompton,  J. 

MORLEY  V.  MIDLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
MORLEY  BT  UXOR  v.  MIDLAND  RAILWAY  COM-      J^ 

PANY.  Judges' 

IChambert* 
N  this  case  a  summons  had  been  taken  out  by  the  de-  An  action 

fendants,  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  hiwbfnd  for*n 

these  actions  should  not  be  consolidated  under  the  16  &  16  h^^g'^jf  ^"^yj^ 

Vict.  C.  76,  S.  40  (a).  consolidated 

with  a  separate 

Cave  for  the  plaintiff.  fc^'^n  brought 

,  11-  ,  ,       ^y  ^^®  husband 

The  Statute  does  not  extend  to  this  case,  where  the  and  wife  for  an 
husband  is  suing,  not  for  claims  arising  to  him  in  respect  the^wifeTt^he 
of  the  injury  done  to  the  wife,  but  for  injuries  done  to  him-  "™®  **"®  *"^ 
self.     In  fact  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  were  both  travel-  C.  L.  P.  Act, 
ling  on  the  defendants*  railway,  and  were  both  severely  vict.'c.  76, 
injured  by  one  and  the  same  accident.    The  plaintiff  has  '*  ^^* 
suflSciently  complied  with  the  statute  by  adding  to  the 
action  in  which  his  wife  is  joined,  claims  in  his  own  right 
as  for  loss  of  her  society,  and  for  the  expenses  of  curing 
her  arising  out  of  the  injury  done  to  her.     Before  the 
passing  of  the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  these  claims  could  not 
have  been  added  to  an  action  brought  by  the  husband  and 
wife  for  an  injury  done  to  her;  so  that,  in  every  case 
where  a  wife  was  injured,  it  was  necessary  to  bring  two 
actions,  one  by  the  husband  and  wife  fyr  the  damage  suf- 
fered by  the  wife,  and  one  by  the  husband  for  the  peculiar 
damage  resulting  to  him  alone  from  the  injury  done  to 

(a)  Which  provides  that,  in  any  solidated,  if  the  Court  or  a  Judge 

action  brought  by  a  man  and  his  shall  think  fit.     It  would  seem  that 

wife  for  an  injury  done  to  the  wife  in  this  means  only  cases  in  which 

respect  of  which  she  is  necessarily  there  cotdd  be  joinder  of  the  wife  in 

joined  as  co-plaintiff,  it  shall  be  suing  for  an  injury  to  her,  but  that 

lawful    for   the   husband    to   add  might  be  in  every  case  of  injury  to 

thereto  claims  in  his  own  right;  her,  for  she  could  not  sue  alone; 

and  separate  actions  brought  in  re-  Higgiru  v.  Butcher,  Telv.  89. 
Bpect  of  such  claims  may  be  con- 


S B- 


JUDGES'  CHAMBERS.  963 

The  principal  facts  appearing  on  the  affidavits  on  both  1862. 
sides  were,  that  a  Captain  B.  as  principal  debtor,  and  Sir  ^^^^^ 
J.  F.  and  the  defendant,  S.  B.,  his  sureties,  had  entered  ^  v. 
into  a  bond  for  securing  5,000/.  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  had  also,  as  a  further  security,  executed  a  warrant 
of  attorney  to  the  plaintiff,  on  which  the  judgment  referred 
to  was  entered  up  against  the  defendant ;  and  the  de- 
fendant was  in  January,  1862,  taken  in  execution  for  a 
sum  exceeding  5,000/.,  for  principal,  interest  and  costs. 
Sir  J.  F.,  in  discharge  of  his  liability  as  co-surety  on  the 
bond,  paid  the  amount  indorsed  on  the  ca.  ta.,  and  an 
agreement  was  signed,  by  which  the  defendant  and 
Captain  B.  agreed  to  assign  certain  interests  in  property 
as  security  for  sums  (including  the  sum  so  paid)  which  Sir 
J.  F.  had  paid,  or  was  liable  to  pay  as  surety.  The 
defendant  had  been  requested  to  execute  the  assignment 
and  warrant  of  attorney,  but  had  not  done  so ;  and  no 
part  of  the  payments  of  Sir  J.  F.  had  been  reimbursed, 
either  by  the  principal  or  by  the  defendant  An  action  was 
pending  at  suit  of  Sir  J.  F.  against  the  defendant,  for 
a  sum  of  14,000/.,  including  the  money  paid  by  him  in 
January.  On  the  22nd  of  November  instant  the  de- 
fendant was  again  taken  on  a  ca.  sa.  issued  on  the  judg- 
ment, the  ca.  sa.  being  indorsed  to  levy  2,500/.  The 
affidavits,  in  opposition  to  the  summons,  stated  that  after 
the  payment  by  Sir  J.  F.  in  January,  the  warrant  of 
attorney  and  judgment  against  the  defendant  were  held 
by  the  plaintiff  and  Joseph  Joel,  for  whom,  in  fact,  the 
plaintiff  was  really  a  trustee,  on  behalf  of  and  in  trust  for 
Sir  J.  F.;  and  that  the  first  ca.  sa.  was  issued  with  their 
knowledge  and  consent,  but  for  the  sole  benefit  of  Sir 
J.  F.,  and  reliance  was  placed  on  the  provisions  of  the 
Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act. 

Garth,  in  support  of  the  summons,  contended  that  the 
section  referred  to  did  not  authorize  the  taking  in  execu- 
tion a  second  time,  and  that,  if  it  did,  the  second  ca.  sa. 
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ngniiQ  resort  to  all  securitie 
recovery  of  the  moiety  so  qd| 
V.  Parish  (a),  a  a  showing  thai 
did  not  eatigfy  thi^  judgment 
decisione  in  Equity,  before  t 
that  a  surety  or  co-sureLy  o 
judgment  where  it  was  sa 
statute  was  expressly  pasi 
therefore,  did  not  preclude  tj 
said  that  Sir  J.  F.  bad  let  f 
Tbat  was  involuntary  and  ^ 
Ifti  also  in  point  to  show 
previous  assignment  oi  the 
there  was  what  amounted  t< 

Ceompton,  J*j  said,  he  ha^ 
the  judgment  creditor  could 
himself  possessed,  but  this 
press  terras  of  the  section, 
equitable  assignment  of  the 
and  there  was  nothing  in  L 
exclude  the  resort  to  the  i 
missed  the  summons* 

Co)  stsL.  J,,  C.  P.  153, 

(4>  BaUhcllgr  v,  Luwrcnc€t  30 
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ABDUCTION :  taking  g^rl  out  of  streets.     R.  v.  Green,  274. 

ABUSE  OF  PROCESS,  order  for  deliyery  up  of  property  obtained  by.  Levenon  v. 
Schwabacher,  117. 

ACCEPTANCE,  evidence  of  wbat  is,  under  Statute  of  Frauds.  Bowa  v.  Poniifex, 
740  ;  Cawthra  v.  Billiut^  850.     (And  see  cases  collected  in  notit.) 

ACCOUNT  BOOKS,  inspection  of  plaintiflTs.     Fergtmon  v.  Coombe,  87. 

ACCOUNTS,  contract  to  render,  pleading  on.     Great  Ship  Co.y.  Russell,  94. 

ACTION,  right  of,  or  liability  to;  liability  of  Secretary  of  State  or  public  oflScer  in  the 
exercise  of  his  functions.  Dichton  v.  Comhermere,  527 ;  Irwin  ▼.  Grey,  635. 
(And  see  cases  coUected  in  not  is.) 

ADDING  PLEA  after  issue  joined.     Carrick  v.  Holdtrness,  99. 
defence  arising  since  last  pleading.     Ibid, 
without  giving  up  prior  pleading.     Ibid. 

ADJOURNMENT  OF  TRIAL,  terms  on  which  granted.     Bremner  y.  Dando,  231. 

ADMISSIONS  OF  DEED,  explanation  of.     Painter  y.  Abel,  518. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION  of  lands  under  the  Statute  of  Limitations— possession  not 
adverse  to  the  owner.    Allen  v.  EngLind,  49. 
occupation  on  sufferance.    Ibid.    (And  see  Westbrook  v.  Kerrick,  59.) 

AGENT,  employment  of,  to  obtain  loan,  right  of  action  on.     Green  v.  Reed,  226 ; 

Thompson  v.  Clark,  181 ;   Topping  v.  Bealey,  325  ;   Mason  v.  Clifton,  899. 
action  against,  by  principal,  for  breach  of  duty ;  selling  principalis  goods.     Lienard 

V.  l^rfSf/ar,  212. 
dealing  with  principal's  shares.     Dantra  v.  Stiebel,  951. 
liability  of,  wnen  **  in  charge"  of  a  vessel.     Holmes  v.  Clark,  336. 
authority  of,  to  receive  payment.     Breming  v.  Mackie,  197 ;  Curletnt  v.  Birkbeck, 

895. 
liability  of,  for  misrepresenting  his  authority.     Hughes  v.  Grame,  885. 

AGREEMENT  in  writing,  adding  terms  to,  by  oral  evidence.    Arbon  v.  Fussell,  152. 
evidence  to  apply  it.   Bruff"  v.  Conybeare,  56. 
parol,  afterwards  reduced  to  writing;  written  proposal  orally  accepted.     Laingy, 

Smith,  97.     (And  see  note  on  subject,  p.  98.) 
oral  evidence  as  to  extras.     Franklin  v.  Darke,  65. 
inspection  of.     Edtoardsy,  Bond,  100. 
construction  of,  as  to  computation  of  time.     Turner  v.  Barlow,  948. 

AMENDMENT:  order  for  compulsory;  pleading  "embarrassing,"  terms  of  traverse 
"  is."     Cottula  V.  Soames,  93. 
terms  of  allegation ;  fraudulently;  ambiguity.     Great  Ship  Co,  v.  RusseU,  94. 
stating  contract  according  to  assumed  legal  effect     Taylor  v.  Smith,  91. 
VOL.  III.  3  T  P.P. 
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BAILIFF  OF  COUNTY  COURT,  liability  of,  after  interpleader  order.    LewU  v. 
CoU,  17. 

BANKER,  duty  of,  not  to  disclose  state  of  customer's  accounts.     Foster  v.  Bank  qj 
London^  214. 
right  of,  to  retake  money  paid  over  counter  by  mistake.     Chambers  v.  Miller ^  202. 

BANKRUPTCY,  actions  by  assignees  in ;  fraudulent  preference.     Graham  ▼.  Candy ^ 
206;  Graham  y.  1^^66,239. 

BIGAMY,  evidence  on  indictment  for;  prisoner's  first  and  second  marriages;  evi- 
dence of  previous  marriage  of  prisoner's  ^rt^  husband.     JR.  v.  WiUonf  119. 
evidence  of  marriage.     A.  v.  Cradock,  837. 
absence  for  seven  years.     A.  v.  Heaton,  819. 

BILL  OF  SALE,  contract  of  warranty  collateral  to.     Stuckey  v.  Bailey,  I. 
registry  of  description  of  assignor.     Bellamy  v.  Saul,  318. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE,  contract  to  pa^  by;  damages.     Morley  v.  Baker,  146. 
autliority  to  raise  money  on.     King  v.  I^orbes,  41. 
deposit  of,  with  broker.     Hertchfdd  v.  Brown,  219. 
notice  of  dishonour.     Hawkins  v.  Hill,  262. 

drawing  and  indorsing,  in  name  of  deceased  person.     Ashpitel  v.  Bryan,  183. 
payable  after  demand ;  presentment     Dodd  v.  Gill,  261, 

BILLS  OF  LADING,  authority  of  master  to  alter.     Pickemell  v.  Jauberry,  217. 

BOOKS  OF  ACCOUNT,  inspection  of.    Fergusson  v.  Coombe,  87. 

BROKER,  notes  of,  when  at  variance ;  separate  sales.     Fisenden  v.  Levy,  477. 
liability  of,  on  contract,  to  effect  insurance.     Hurrell  v.  Bullard,  445. 
authority  of,  as  to  freight.     Perez  v.  AUop,  188. 

right  of,  to  commission.     Cousins  v.  Mitcheson,  236 ;   Rucker  v.  Luni,  959. 
right  of  insurance  brokers  to  discount  by  custom.     Ibid. 

BUILDING,  contracts  as  to;  oral  evidence  ;  extras.     Franklin  v,  Darke,  65. 
liability  of  employer  on,  to  sub-contractor.     Eccles  v.  Southern,  1 42. 
liability  of  employer  for  materials  supplied  on  guarantee.     Smith  v.  Rudhall,  1 43. 
liability  of  builder  or  employer  for  negligence  in  bad  work  or  materials.     Clothier  v. 
Webster,  4. 


CARRIERS,  liability  of,  for  damage  to  goods;  liquids  in  casks;  contributory  negligence 
of  sender  in  bad  cask.     Cox  v.  London  Sf  North  Western  Railway  Co.,  77. 

liability  of,  for  not  sending  on  goods ;  delayed  through  want  of  means  of  conveyance, 
and  damaged  by  weather.     Cohen  v.  Gavdet,  455. 

cheque  post-dated,  legality  of.     Key  v.  Mathias,  279.     (And  see  note.) 

COLLATERAL  ISSUE,  what  is  not  so;  admissibility  of  evidence  as  to  any  point 
material  to  credit  on  the  main  issue.  Re  Dennis,  502.  (And  see  cases  in  note.) 
Fowkes  V.  Manchester  Life  Insurance  Co,,  440. 

COMMISSION,  liability  of  employer  for.  Green  v.  Reed,  226;  Thompson  v.  Clark, 
181 ;   Topping  v.  Uealey,  325 ;  Marsh  v.  Jelf,  234  ;  Mason  v.  Cltjlon,  899. 

COMPARISON  OF  HANDWRITING  in  criminal  cases.     R.  v.  Aldridge,  781. 
in  civil  cases.     Roupell  v.  Haws,  784. 

CONSPIRACY,  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of.     Dickson  v.  Combermere,  527. 
law  as  to.     (In  notis,  528,  529.)     Evidence  in,  541,  550* 
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m  wnttngi  p4rdi  evidence u*  show  wftelfter  ItH 
or  id  ^xplftifi  t]i«  terms,  jlieycr  t.  Burn 
notis,  707.) 

Tor  tale  orgoqd^  within  tlie  Statute  of  Fmudi, 

t,  p0nUfcaf  7  40*  (And  lee  case*  collt'Ct«< 
by  womi^  U»  tiupport  boa  turd  child,  f^altdiiy  o| 
to  pay  weekly  nnniH  during  IttV^  of  child ;  Su 

a  ycof.     Cartiugton  v^  May^  283. 
to  ibip  p^km!*  to  forrtgn  potts;  effect  of;  gei 

for  procmwU  fif  ^ihhw*  KoAswiiiT  t,  Dt^ 
to  Ditij»1otycT,  liability  on.  C(y<*^  v*  Sherit^t<i4f 
for  ifife  of  goodly  cffi^ct  of.  Ik>tr«-«  t^  Panti^ 
in  vril)iiK,  question  whether  it  is  so  or  nut,  i 

oml  pvidr-nccs     Mtytr  v.  Barnfri,  600, 
breach  of,  how  fjir  excused  hy  iin|>oa4lb]llly  e 

or  bynaluml  causes.     Cohtn  t*  Caudct 

462,  463) 
to  mIo  of  gtiodw,  measure  of  d {images  for  noni 
to  ship  goodif  action  for  damage  by  bad  pad 
by  broker's  notc^^  variaiice  of.     Fiiend£n  t.  , 
to  eifb&t  insurance,  liability  on ;  breach  of  du 

COUNTY  COUaT,  action  against  attorney  fa 

CatMINAL  PROCEDURE,  mspeetian  by  |i! 

have  been  nsed  for  extortion.     }L  v*  Voltg 

prodtidioft  of  At  CrinL     Ibid.     Putting  in  on 

imtthig  proiecutor  to  cleet.     H.  t.  Dmsii,  19 

uill  of  $\c^itloas  Oil  trial  of  cuso  tuttrtufdiaii^ 

(Andwje  note  on  subject^  p.  2S.) 
at  trial,  witneiEi  allowed  to  refresh  bis  memor^ 

|)rtv[|iv«  of  poHco  as  Co  disclosure  of  informal 
oniui  tn  pmaf  as  to  nha^ nee  for  seven  j«an  la 
^Ampanion  of  handwriting  not  allowed*  JL 
i|llPttion  to  s)tiUi*d  witness  as  to  point  at  iistie 
evidence  to  eon  tr Ad ict  pHncitf^al  wiluees  on  n 

H.  V.  Dtfmit,  ^02,    (AdcI  see  Fmekn  v. 

440.) 
•Hiiilf  tiliitottlrfHtv  of  erideitce  ■■  to  otjwr  i 


INDEX. 


CRIMINAL  PROCBDURE-fonhiitfcJ. 
evidence  of  inteDtion  to  extort  mone^.     R,  v.  Menage,  310. 
conversation  between  prisoner  and  his  mother.     R,  v.  Welsh,  275. 
evidence  of  wife  of  one  prisoner  against  another.     R.  v.  Thompson^  824. 


DAMAGES^  measure  of,  in  tresnass.     Walker  v.  Shrerman,  259. 

contract  to  pay  money  by  instalments  and  bilUi.     MorUyy.  Baker,  146. 

for  detention  of  chatteL     Dimidale  v.  London  and  Brighton  RaUway  Company,  167. 

for  nondelivery  of  goods.     Elliot  v.  Hughes,  387. 

for  shares.     Dantra  v.  Stiebel,  951. 

DAYS,  computation  of,  on  demurrage,  &c.     Bremner  v.  Dando,  231;  Turner  v. 
Barlow,  950. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR,  deposit  of  bill  for  specific  advance  or  on  general  ac- 
count    Ker  V.  Ballard,  438. 
pledge,  losing  or  disposing  of,  loss  of  lien.     Cooke  v.  Haddon,  229. 

DEED,  forgery  of.     Roupell  v.  Haws,  784;  Painter  v.  Abel,  518;  Richardson  v. 
Neaves,  815. 

DEMURRAGE,  action  for  defence  to.     Bremner  v.  Doiu/o,  231. 
lien  of  shipowner  for.     PereM  v.  J^,  188. 


EJECTMENT,  landlord  and  tenant;  half-year's  rent  and  no  distress.    Hammond  v. 
Mather,  151. 
for  forfeiture,  interrogatories  not  allowed  in.     Blyth  v.  L'Extrange,  154. 
b^  heir  against  person  claiming  under  forged  deed.     Roupell  v.  Waite,  511. 
right  to  begin.     Ibid, 
sufficiency  of  secondary  evidence.    Ibid.     (And  see  Roupell  v.  Haws,  784.) 

EVIDENCE,  oral,  in  criminal  cases,  disclosure  of  communications  to  police.  22.  v. 
Richardson,  693.     (Et  vide  Criminal  Procedure,) 

to  explain  written  contract.     Meyer  v.  Barnett,  696. 

admissibility  of  evidence  as  to  previous  matters ;  former  attempts  to  poison,  &c. 
R.  V.  Garner,  681 ;  R,  v.  Cobden,  833. 

other  forgeries  in  course  of  same  transaction.     Roupell  v.  Haws,  784. 

admissibility  of  depositions  on  behalf  of  party  in  suit  in  Chancery.  Paget  v.  Birk' 
beck,  687. 

written ;  secondary.     Quilter  v.  Joru,  644. 

copy  probate  of  a  will  admissible  without  being  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  Court 
under  the  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  64.  The  stamp  of  the  seal  of  the  Court  is  re- 
quired for  a  copy  only.     Rippon  v.  Priest,  644. 

of  intention  ;  other  letters  of  prisoner.     JR.  v.  Menage,  310. 

of  former  acts  of  similar  nature.  R.  y.  Garner,  681 ;  R.  v.  Salt,  834;  Roupell 
V.  Haws,  784. 

admissibility  of  deed  relating  to  same  property.     Brownserd  v.  Harris,  853. 

EXTORTION,  indictment  for;  evidence.     R.  v.  Menage,  310. 


FALSE    IMPRISONMENT:  justification;  disturbance.     Jordan  v.  Gibbon,  607; 
Hudson  V.  Slade,  390.    (And  see  all  the  cases  collected  in  a  note,  p.  609.) 
justification  of,  on  cround  of  arrest  on  criminal  charge ;  not  sustainaole  if  no Jelony, 
Brit  tain  v.  Bank  of  London,  465. 
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FALSE  PRETENCES :  obtaining  money  by  meant  of,  no  rigbt  to  arrest  for.  Brii- 
tain  T.  Bank  of  London^  465.    (And  see  note.) 

FORGERY  :  foiging  and  uttering  indorsement  on  cbeque,  evidence  of  fraudulent  in- 
tent.    R.  ▼.  Wardelly  82. 

evidence  of  other  cases  of.     R.  ▼.  Saltf  834 ;  Roupell  v.  Haws^  784. 

set  up  in  civil  suit.  Roupell  ▼.  Hawt,  784;  Richardion  ▼.  Neuvts,  815 ;  Painter  y, 
Abel,  518. 

what  in  not  9o;  altering  handwriting  so  as  to  make  the  document  appear  forged. 
Brittain  t.  Bank  of  London,  465. 

evidence  to  negative  silence  of  prosecutor.     R.  r.  Smithy  504. 

GAME,  right  to  arrest  upon  suspicion  of  taking.     R.  v.  Spencer,  854,  857. 

GAMEKEEPER,  shooting,  in  resistance  of  lawful  apprehension.     R.  y.  Luek,  483. 

GOODS,  contract  for  sale  of  validity  of;  Statute  of  Frauds;  acceptance.     Boma  ▼. 
Pontifei,  740;  Cawthra  v.  RUliat,  850. 
variance  of  brokers*  notes.     Fisenden  v.  Levy,  477. 
warranty  of;  breach  of;  reduction  in  price;  defence  to  action  for  price.     Bowa  Y. 

Pontiffs,  740  ;   Taylor  v.  Dalton,  263 ;  Schweir  v.  Thorns,  243. 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  sell     Elliot  v.  Hughes,  387. 
for  breach  of  contract  to  ship,     Etcombe  v.  Jarvis,  435. 
trespass  for  removing ;  damages.     Walker  v.  Sheerntan,  259. 


HIGHWAY,  indictment  for  obstruction  to;  civil  or  criminal  proceedings.  R.  v.  Paget, 

29.    (And  see  note  on  subject,  pp.  28,  29.) 
nuisance  to,  what  is ;  rendenng  use  of  less  commodious  or  convenient ;  dread  of 

danger.     R.  v.  Train,  22. 
obstruction  of  by  telegraph  posts.     R.  v.   United  Kingdom  Telegraph    Company, 

73. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE,  liability  of  husband  for  necessaries  when  living  apart  from 

wife  ;  agreement     Collier  v.  Brown,  67. 
parties  living  together  as,  liability  of  man ;  woman  allowed  to  deal  with  goods  as  her 

own,     Jone%  v.  Green,  241. 
estoppel  as  against  creditors.     Ibid, 
injury  to  wife ;  joinder  of  causes  of  action.     Morley  v.  Midland  Railway  Company, 

961. 


INSANITY,  defence  to  action  on  contract.     Lavatt  v.  Tribe,9. 
medical  evidence  as  to.     Ibid, 
certificates  of,  as  to.     Ibid.     Moss  v.  Tribe,  297. 

defence  of,  in  cases  of  murder.     R.  v.  Burton,  772 ;   R.  v.  Townley,  839. 
medical  certificates  of,  under  the  statute ;  action  for.     Hall  v.  Semple,  340. 
temporary,  arising  from  delirium  tremens.     Scott  v.  Wahem,  336. 
liability  of  medical  men   for  restraints  imposed  in  such  cases.     Ibid.  ;  Symm  ?. 
Eraser,  859. 

INSPECTION  of  books  of  account     Fergusson  v.  Coomhes,  87. 
of  agreement  or  other  document,  not  the  title  of  the  applicant     Edwards  v.  Bomd, 

100. 
of  real  or  personal  property,  by  jury,  party,  and  witnesses ;  right  of  party  to,  coupled 

with  production  at  trial  and  evidence  before  jury.     Meyer  v.  Barnett,  702.  (And 

see  note.  Ibid.     See  also  Line  v.  Taylor,  731,  and  note.) 
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INSURANCE,  MARINE,  implied  warranty  of  seaworthiness ;  flat-bottomed  boaU 
built  for  river  navigation,  rendered  relatively  seaworthy.  Clapham  v.  Langton, 
626 ;  Bouillon  et  Compagnie  v.  LuptOH^  726. 

warranty  to  sail  at  a  certain  time ;  deviation ;  excuse  for  sailing  later ;  commence- 
ment of  voyage,  what  is.     Ibid. 

on  ships,  &c. ;  constructive  loss ;  abandonment.  Lindsay  v.  Leathley,  902 ;  Jardine 
V.  Lealhley,  80. 

iron  steamer  with  plates,  said  to  have  been  started,  reqi^fing  repairs.  Lindity  v. 
Leathley,  902. 

loss  by  perils  of  seas ;  injuries  below  water  line.  Harriton  v.  Unhertal  Marine 
Insurance  Company ^  190. 

INSURANCE,  on  life;  answers  to  inquiries.  Fowkes  v.  Manchester  and  London  Life 
Insurance  Company,  440. 

INTERPLEADER,  claim  by  third  party,  adverse  to  employer.     Beit  v.  H^es,  113. 
estoppel  in,  as  against  creditors.    Jones  v.  Green,  241. 

INTERROGATORIES,  when  allowed ;  not  against  defendant  in  ejectment  on  a  for- 
feiture.    Blythe  v.  U Estrange,  154. 
against  clerk  to  commissioners  as  nominal  defendant.     Mason  v.  Wythe,  153. 
not  in  support  of  the  case  of  the  applicant,  disallowed.     Tamvaco  v.  Lucas,  110. 


JOINDER  of  causes  of  action;  husband  and  wife;  injury  to  wife.  MorUy  v.  Mid- 
land Railway  Company,  961. 

JOINT  liability  in  trespass.     Paget  v.  Birkbeck,  683 ;  Sowerby  v.  Wadsworth,  734. 

JURY,  trial  by ;  procedure  ;  knowledge  of  jury  as  to  matters  of  business ;  recourse  to, 
either  in  absence  of  evidence,  or  to  test  its  truth.  Schweitzer  v.  Longf  687. 
(And  see  cases  collected  in  notis.    Ibid.) 

as  to  duty  of  bankers.     Foster  v.  Bank  of  London,  217. 

as  to  duty  of  brokers.     Bradley  v.  Coddard,  638. 

misconduct  of,  in  acting  on  the  law  as  to  costs.  Poole  v.  Whitcombe,  70.  (See 
note  as  to,  p.  72.) 


LARCENY,  evidence  of  possession  not  accounted  for.     R.  v.  Smith,  123. 
taking  with  intent  to  steal,  evidence  of.     R,  v.  Hore,  315. 
bailee ;  member  of  benefit  club ;  embezzlement.     R.  v.  Marsh,  523. 

LEAVE  AND  LICENCE,  plea  of.    Symm  v.  Fraser,  859. 

LETTERS,  contract  contained  in ;  Statute  of  Frauds.     Watts  v.  Ainsworth,  12. 
written  proposal  orally  accepted.     Laing  v.  Smith,  97. 
proof  of  warranty  by.     Stuckey  v.  Bailey,  1. 
unanswered,  admissibility  of.     Gore'v.  Hawsey,  509. 

use  of,  in  criminal  case ;  on  indictment  for  extortion ;  inspection  and  production  of, 
before  and  at  triaL     R.  v.  Colucci,  103. 

LIBEL  :  privilege;  right  of  free  discussion;  a  public  writer  is  not  privileg;ed  merely 
because  he  writes  with  honesty.     Campbell  v.  Spottiswoode,  421.   (And  see  note.) 

but  within  the  scope  of  fair  discussion  a  public  writer  is  not  liable,  unless  he 
writes  recklessly.  Morrison  v.  Belcher,  614.  (And  see  cases  collected  and  com- 
mented on  in  notis.) 

discussion  of  conduct  and  character  of  public  man.     Seymour  v.  Butterworth,  384. 

publication  not  privileged  in  a  private  matter;  dealings  of  a  trader.  Behrens  ?• 
Allen,  135. 
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publicalbu  pnvjlegedj  fair  answer  to  plaidtiif'f  charges.     K^nig  v,  EiieAic^  413. 

iij^tifiealioti  j  chuTge  of  fabebood,  &c.     Ibid. 

justiBcjilioo  ifi  eiiargc  of  felony.     Roberts  v,  Rkftardt^  507, 

LIEN,  el  nhftHlnger  on  AalvAgQ.     Grani  v,  Humphrttf^  1^2. 

of  mUimgr  mumpimy  for  churgca,  not  for  ivarchotiie  room  of  article  detained  ai  li«n^ 

Uim»dme  ▼*  LonJa^i  and  Brighi^m  UuUwrty  Comp&nyf  117* 
of  »liipttwrm?r  for  frtiigJit*;  or  detiturrftce.     Fmt  v.  j4/w^,  188, 
to&«  of,  Wy  loain^  or  dt^poning  of  ftrticle.     Voukt  ?.  Hedden^  229. 

LIMITATIONS :  [mrt  pfljrment  on  acwitmt  by  principal.     BartUnd  v.  J^e$^  149, 
by  c£M>urely*     CotktrtU  v,  iipjrto,  150* 

LOAN  OF  MONEY,  employment   to  obtain ;  liablli^  for  cDmmisaioQ,     Gftem  r. 
J£«KJ|236;  Thompton  ?.  C7ar^,  181;  Maum  v.  c4r^0fH  899. 


MALICIOUS  INJURY  TO  PROPERTY,  what  a.     H,  v,  Brmen,  B2L 

M.^N8LAUGHTER>  accelerating  death  of  perwn  already  diseftied*     JL  ▼*  Mufiomf 
4112* 
filiooting  gnuekeeper  in  rediting  lawful  apprebe&aion.     K*  y*  Luck^  483* 

MARRIED  WOMAN,  action  a^tnst;  setttng  oiide  writ  as  irregular.     Hkeock  t. 

linbllity  of,  on  controi;t*j  *?Tidence  of  marriage,     Homblin  v.  ShtUun^  133. 
injury  to;  joinder  of  in  action.     Afority  v.  Mtdlund  Iltalway  CttmiKtiiy^  96\~ 
d^poiition  of;  admia&ibility  of.     R.  v.  Crouchtt^  285. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT,  liaUIity  of  maiter  to  action  for  wagci  tm  dismi^al. 

€oQk  T.  Shertpoud^  729. 
action  for  wrongful  dismissal ;  ju»t location  ;  misconduct.     Smith  ▼«  if/ilrn«  157, 
liability  of  master  or  employ er  for  injury  to  sert'ant  In  course  of  eoiploy  ;  knoir  ledt^ 

of  danger  by  employer  or  servant.     Ogden  v.  RummenSt  751. 
use  of  dangerous  roacbinery  by  young  i>er»on.     Crttile  v,  Frott^  622, 
injury  ariiing  frtnn  commou  negligence  of  persons  in  different  employ ments,   FUidkr 

t.  PWa,  369;   WoodwQrdy,  Ptio,  389 ;  Smiik  f ,  Dinxfeil,  238, 
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NEGLIGENCE— <*<mr<iiife(/. 
liability  of  employer  for  neglect  or  misfeasanoe  of  contractor  in  bad  work  or  materials. 

Clothier  v.  Webster,  4. 
of  medical  men,  liability  for.     Rich  v.  Pierpont,  35. 
liabili^  of  owners  for.  in  management  of  fixed  property ;  contributory.     WitherUy 

V.  Regent's  Canal  Co,,  61, 
of  carrier,  damage  to  goods.     Cox  v.  London  if  North  Western  Railway  Co.,  77. 

NISI    PRIUS :    practice ;    comparison  of   bandwriting  —  evidence  of  experts  on. 

Roupell  V.  HawSf  784.     (And  see  cases  collected  in  notis.) 
secondary  evidence,  sufficiency  of.     Roupell  v.  Waite,  511;   Roupell  v.  Haws,  784. 
admission  of  execution  of  deed;  explanation  of  admission;  denial   of  execution; 

forgery.     Painter  y,  Abel,  5\S, 
amendment  at ;  to  raise  **  real  question  in  controversy  between  the  parties.^'     Cowan 

V.  Lascelles,  631.     (See  Amendment,) 
issues  not  joined;  amendment;  adjournment.     Harrison  ▼.  Cant,  277. 
adjournment  of  trial;  terms  of.   Bremner  v.  Dando,  231. 
admission  of  written  document  unstamped,  for  purpose  of  stating  case.     Walton  ▼. 

Burton,  278. 
admission  of  unstamped  document  to  sbow  fraud.     Roupell  v.  Haws,  784. 
trial,  postponement  of;  obtaining  it  by  misrepresentation;  speedy  execution.     Swaby 

V.  Vallez,  230. 
right  of  party  to  conduct  money  as  witness.     Reed  v.  Fairless,  058. 
evidence,  admissibility  of  secondary,  proof  sufficient  to  let  in ;  document  in  foreign 

country.     Quitter  v,  Jorss,  644. 
probate  copy  of.     Rippon  v.  Priest,  644. 
knowledge  by  jury.     Schweitzer  v.  Long,  687.     (And  see  cases  collected  in  notii.) 

PARTNERS,  authority  of,  to  draw  bills  in  partnership  name.  Leverson  ▼.  Lane,  221. 
Colonial  brokers.     Schtoeitzer  ▼.  Long,  687. 

PLEADING  :  leave  to  plead  several  matters.     Lasearidi  v.  Gumey,  125. 
setting  aside  pleas  as  fraudulent.     Ibid. 

leave  to  add  pleas  after  issue  joined.     Carrick  ▼.  Holdemess,  99. 
setting  aside,  as  embarrassing,     Cottula  v.  Soames,  93 ;   The  Great  Skip  Co,  ▼.  ilitf- 

sell,  94 ;   Taylor  v.  Smithy  91. 
effect  of  never  indebted  in  action  for  calls.     Consols  Intwance  Co,  v.  Newall,  130. 
practice  as  to ;  demurrer ;  issue  of  fact ;  effect  of  verdict  for  plaintiff  on  bad  count. 
Oxenham  v.  Smythe,  85. 

POLICE,  privilege  of,  as  to  disclosure  of  sources  of  infonnatioa.     R.  ▼•  Richardson, 
693. 
questions  by,  to  prisoners,  improper.     JR.  v.  Mick,  822. 

PRACTICE.    (See  Process;  Nisi  Prius.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT:  action  by  principal  against  agent  for  selling  goods 
bought  for  principal ;  defence  to.     Lienard  v.  Drtmlar,  212. 

action  by  principal  for  misrepresentation  of  authority.     Hughes  v,  Gr^ne^  885. 

liability  of,  for  commission.  Cousins  v.  Mitcheson,  236;  Marsh  v.  Jeff,  234;  Green 
V.  Reed,  226;  Thompson  v.  Clark,  181 ;  Topping  v.  Healey,  328. 

PROCESS,  service  of,  abroad.  Dantra  v.  Stiebel,  951.  (And  see  note,  p.  955. 
Service  of,  by  mistake.    Kelly  v.  Lawrence,  830.     (And  see  notes.) 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS,  dismissal  of;  action  for;  when  not  maintainable;  discretionary 
power  of  removal.  Dickson  v.  Combermere  and  others^  527.  (And  lee.  cases  on 
the  subject  collected  in  notis,  pp.  528,  529.) 
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RABBITSy  putting  on,  liability  for ;  party  haring  right  of  iport  and  licence  to  pat  on 
gome;  evidence  of  excess.    Paget  v.  Birkbeck,  683. 

RACING,  right  of;  not  included  in  right  of  highway.     Sowerhy  v.  Wadstoorth,  734. 

RAILWAY  OR  CANAL  COMPANY,  liability  of,  for  fire  caused  by  sparks  emitted 
by  engine.     Longman  v.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co,y  736. 
liability  of,  for  nondelivery  of  parcel.     Dinudale  v.  Brighton  Railway  Co,,  167. 

RATIFICATION,  evidence  of  and  effect  of,  in  making  party  liable  as  trespasser. 
Hall  V.  SempU,  337;  Sffmm  v.  Fraser,  859. 

REPLEVIN :  denial  of  tenancy ;  evidence  of  acknowledgment.  Graver  v.  Lewit, 
266. 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE,  liability  of,  to  action  for  conduct  in  the  course  of  the 
exercise  of  his  functions  as  such.  Dickion  v.  Comber  mere,  527.  (And  see  cases 
on  the  subject  collected  in  notis,  528,  529,  536.)     Irwin  v.  Grey,  635. 

SH  A  RESy  contract  to  deliver;  performance;  delivery  of  rerli/icatei.  Hunt  y.  Gwm, 
233.     Improper  transfer  of;  damage.     Dantra  v.  Stiebel,  951. 

SHIP,  bin  of  sale  of,  warranty  of.     Stuckey  ?.  Bailej/,  1. 

SHIP*S  articles,  agreement  to  pay  crew  extra  wages,  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness.    Turnery.  Owen,  176. 

SHIPBROKER,  right  of,  to  commission ;  first  introduction  to  customer.  Coutins  v. 
Mitcheton,  236. 

SHIPOWNER,  liability  of,  to  consignee,  for  nondelivery  of  goods;  notice  to  con- 
signee of  arrival.     Houlder  v.  The  General  Steam  Navigation  Co,,  170. 
lien  of,  for  freight     Pereg  v.  AUop,  188. 
liabi%  of,  for  bad  stowage.     Sack  v.  Ford,  209. 
liability  of,  on  contract  to  ship  goods.     Kahnweiler  v.  Dohson,  709. 

SHIPPING :  liability  of  shipowner  to  freighter  for  disposing  of  his  goods.  Kahnweiler 

V.  Dobton,  709.     Money  had  and  received.     Ibid, 
liability  of  shipowner  to  charterer  for  not  addressing  ship  to  his  agents.     Bradley  v. 

G oddard,  6SS.     Measure  of  damage.     Ibid, 
insurance ;  constructive  total  loss ;  abandonment    Jardine  v.  LeathUy,  80 ;  Lindsay 

V.  Leathley,  902;  Harrison  v.  Universal  Marine  Inturance  Company,  196. 
authority  of  master  or  broker  as  to  freight.     Pickemell  v.  Jauberry,  217  ;  Pereg  v. 

AUop,  188. 
action  for  demurrage,  defence  to;  liberty  to  shipowner  to  load  dead  cargo ;  time  when 

such  loading  complete.     Bremner  v.  Dando,  231. 

SHIPPING  AGENT,  liability  of,  in  charge  of  ship.     Holmes  v.  Clark,  336. 

SLANDER  of  title,  evidence  of  malice ;  want  of  reasonable  ground.    Atkins  v.  Perrin, 

180. 
privileged  communications,  reasonable  complaint ;  repetition  to  third  parties.    Hirst 

V.  Uoodwin,  257. 
fair  answer  to  charges  of  plaintiffl     Komig  v.  Ritchie,  413. 
justification,  charge  of  stealing ;  servant  giving  away  master's  bread.     Roberts  v. 

Richards,  507. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS:  contracts  for  sale  of  goods;  acceptance.    Botrei  v.  Ponti- 
fex,  739.     (See  note,  p.  741,  collecting  the  cases.) 
conditional  acceptance.     Cawthra  v.  Bdliat,  850. 
contract  to  be  performed  within  a  year.     Carrington  v.  May,  283. 
contract  of  employment.     Cook  v.  Sherwood,  729. 
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SURETY  for  bail;  termination  of  liability.     Batton  v.  Trance^  323. 
right  of,  to  issue  execution  against  debtor.     Edmonds  v. ,  962. 

TIME,  computation  of,  in  contract.     Bremner  v.  Dando,  231 ;   Turner  v.  Barlow, 
950. 

TRESPASS,  joint,  what  is  evidence  of;  master  of  a  hunt  going  over  a  particular  field. 

Paget  V.  Birkbeck,  683.     (See  cases  collected  in  notis,  p.  686.) 
several  persons  engaged  in  a  hurdle  race  in  a  particular  field.     Sowerhy  v.  Wadt' 

worth,  734. 
to  lands,  &c.,  by  person  put  into  possession  bv  owner  under  inchoate  agreement. 

Westbrook  v.  Kerrick,  59.    Determination  of  will ;  leave  and  licence.     Ibid. 


WATER,  right  of,  injury  to.     Lord  Norbury  v.  Kilchin,  292. 

WAY,  right  of;  prescription ;  public  resort  for  purposes  of  pleasure.   Mildred  v.  Weaver, 
30.     Evidence ;  deed  relating  to  property.     Browmerd  v.  Harris,  853. 
right  of,  to  pass  or  repass,  not  involving  right  to  race.     Sawerby  v.  Wadnvorth,  734. 

WORK,  liability  of  employer  for  defecU  in.     Clothier  v.  Webtter,  4. 

deience  to  action  for;  implied  contract  to  do  it  in  workmanlike  manner.    Pearce  ▼• 

Tucker,  136. 
liability  of  employer  to  sub-contractor.     Eccles  v.  Southern,  142. 
liability  of  employer  for  materials.    Smith  v.  Rudhall,  143. 

liability  for;  evidence  of  employment;  benefit  to  third  party.     Chidley  y»  Norrii, 
228 ;  extras,  orders  for.     Wallis  v.  Robinson,  308. 

WRITTEN  CONTRACT,evidence  as  to  whether  the  contract  was  in  writing  or  whether 
the  parties  were  ever  ad  idem,  or  to  explain  or  apply  it.     Mej/er  y.  Burnett,  697. 
(And  see  note, pp.  707,  708.) 
in  letters,  effect  of,  assent     Watts  v.  Airuworth,  12. 
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